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Abstract

This research is focused trefactorsinfluencing the implementation @ata Based Decision
Making(DBDM) in Dutch primary schools. Incentive for this reseascherelatively lowperformance
of Dutch students ofinguistic and mathematal skills in comparson tointernational students.hne
Dutch ministry of Education, Culture and Science hzde the improvement of linguistiend
mathematial skills one ofits key goals Therefoe DBDM is now a core theme in Dutch educational
policy. DBDM can improve the performance of students, however previous redesscbihown
variationin the effects of DBIM between schools and it ot clear whichare the factorghat matter
here Therefore, this studinvestigated théactorsinfluencing DBDM.

First of all a literature stdy wasconductedo determinehindering or promoting factor®r
DBDM mentioned in the scientific literature

Secondlyinterviewsb ased on t he Weraheldwth schoctleateestard trainérs
who participatedn the‘FocusDBDM-project that was initiated by the University of TwenBased on
the literaturethe empirical data were divided intacategories New categoriesvere created for
influencing factors that could not bssignedo one of the categoridsund in the literature

As a resulof the analysis ofhe qualitative data fronthe interviews, this studyrevealsmore
insight irto factors that either are hindering or promoting DBDM in Dutch primary schaablysis
focused on the factors that were found in literature showeddhtaires of both, teachers as well as
school leaders wereen agactors thainfluenced DBDMduring he Focus interventiomhe extent to
which a school leader showed instructional leadership influenced DBDM. And the attitude of teachers
was a factor that determined gsomoting or hinderingffect.

The analysis of the interviews also revealdteo' u n k n@BBM influencing factors The
factor that was mentioned significantly the mos
stability of the school team influences DBDM. A stable school team has a promoting effect and a
varying school tam hinders DBDMIt also appeared that results influenced DBDM; disappointing
results had a hindering effect and vice versa. And the last factor that had a hindering effect was the
workload; when the workload is too high, it hinders DBDM.

This leads to @commendations for future research; recurrent and frequent reflection on the
DBDM process, involvement of teachers in both the implementation process as well as the reflection,
and investigate how schools experience influencing factors in relation ttéméte whichthe DBDM
implementation has succeeded.

Keywords: DatdBasedDecisionMaking, Results, Priary schools, Promoting factors,
Hindering factors.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Problem statement

According tothe governmentatj u al i tSc hpl an Vv o (2007, Dutah gtedents always
performed well ondnguagéand mathematicsompared tdheir internationapeers.The Netherlands
belonged to one of the tdpvel countries, however during ttestfew years the performance of Dutch
students declined-he ‘ Progress i n | nt er fshaweddonexdmpl®thahtdei ng L i
average Dutch student in grade 6 was weaker in comparison with Dutch students five y@drsliago
Martin, Foy, & Drucker, 2011)If the Netherlands wants toontribute to the worldwid&nowledge
economy, the linguistic and matheiwat skills of Dutch studentseed to bémproved significantly
The Dutch ministry of Education, @Gure and Science has maithe improvement olinguistic
and mathematicalkills a high priorityon its policy agendaThese skills are considered to bbasic
requirementhat every student needs. ifagprove these skilldatabased decision making (DBDM) was
made a core theme in Dutch educational pofidgscher & Ehren, 2011)he Dutch Inspdorate of
Education (2010 p. 5 defines DBDM a s systematic and goal oriented work on maximizing
ac hi ev eaonddkampaddKuiper (2010) providea more specific definition of DBDM, namely
‘systematicallyanalyzingexisting data sources within the school; applying outcomes of analyses to
innovate teaching, curricula, and school performance, and impleman) @enuine improvement
action a n d e v al u @he analysihoé sataGhould bedone by teachers, principaland
administrators (Ikemotd& March, 2007). Itis bagd on a broad range of evidensach asstudent
assessment scoresd observations of classroom teachiSghildkamp, Ehren, & Lai, 20125uch
evidence is used tovaluate and improve thaeans of instructiofLedoux, Blok, Boogaard, & Kruger,
2009)
The Dutch Inspectorate of Education has researchedutimderof schools that implemented
DBDM. The Inspectorate uses five indicators to measure to what extent the schools have implemented
DBDM in practice. These five indicators are:
1) the school uses a coherent system of standardized tabfgr@redures for monitoring the
performance and development of students;
2) teachers monitor arehalyzes t udent s progress in a systema
3) theschool evaluates the effects of educational care on a regular basis;
4) the school annually evaluates students
5) the school evaluates the educational process on a regular basis
Based on these indicatothe Inspectorate found the implementati6id8DM in 2013/2014 to have
increasedDutch Inspectorate of Education, 2015).
According to the Dutch Inspectorate of Education (2010), learning resultsicgutove when schools
use DBDM.Despite the positive expectations of DBDM on improved studenliseshe effects of
DBDM vary between schools (Van Geel, Keuning, Visscher, & Fox, 20b8 study focuses dhe
factors that influence the effects of DBDM other words, the factors that explain why some schools
improve more as a result of DBDM thathers.

res

1.2 Objective

Since the Dutch Ministry has made DBDM a core theme in Dutch educational policy it is
interesting to gain insight ia the factors that influence the effect of DBDM in Dutch Primary Schools
on student achievement. Although thereesearch on the process of DBDM and thecpnditions for
DBDM, itis notclear which factors have a positive or negative effect on DBDM and thus cause variance
in student achievement in different schodls.explain the differences e¢en schools it inecessary

! A significant part of language is reading

2 Progress innternational Reading Literacy Study, an international competitive research on reading skills of
students in the age of 9 and 10



to gain insightinto factors that are influencing DBDM Insight into these factors willprovide
possibilitiesto influence theeffectof DBDM. As a result it could help improve student results.

The experiences of a relatively large grouoftch primary schooliave been useit this
research. ThBDM-i nt er venti on <called ' Focus’ prTois i ded
interventiondistinguishedtself from other interventions that implemented DBDM by involving the
complete school team in the interventibiext to this, this study us@ssights or experiences from actual
users during the interventipnamely the school leaders and the traingmne results of this studgould
lead to a more effective implementation and use of DBDM, lead to better student achiewement
make the Netherlands a ttgvel country again.

1.3 Main question

This study aims to findut which factors influencthe process of DBDM in Dutch primary schools.
Therefore the main question of this research is:

U Which factors are influencing the effectivenes®&DM in Dutch primary schools?

To answer this main question, three research questions have been fortoujaiiee this study. These
research questions can be found in Table 1.

Table 1
Research questions leading this research
Research question

RO1: Which of the factors that were found in the literature do school leader
trainers experience as hindering or promoting factors for DBDM?

RQ2: Do trainers and school leaders mentiofluencing factors that are nc
mentioned in the literature?

RQS3: Wh a't similarities or di screpanc
leade s’ e X pwethr iespecic te she factors that promote ronder

workingon DBDM?

1.4 Overview

In the following chapter, Chapter 2, the conceptual framework of this study viatelsented
by introducingthe DBDM model.Chapter 3 will show thénfluencing factors that were found in
literature. The next chapteill explainthe' s t o metHod tlaewa usedio obtain data for this study
It will also explainhowthe datavereanalyzedandthe procedurdor data collection

One part of the study compares earlier findings ftiogliterature withexperiences from actual
practicein Focus schools. Thather parof the studyanalyses whether there are other factors promoting
or hindering DBDM that were notentionedn the literature The results of the study will be presented
in Chaptes5, 6, and7, where in each separate chapter the results concersingl@research question
arepresentedrinally, in Chapter 8&onclusions are drawn and the findsraye discussed.



2. Conceptual framework

This chapter presents the concept of DBDM. First a model will explain the process of DBDM.
Subsequentlythe advantages and disadvantages of DBDM are discussed. The last section describes the
different outcomes that were foundsichools that implemented DBDM, which is also the incentive for
this study.

2.1 DBDM-model

The concpt of DBDM exists of basic principles likenalyzingthe starting situatiorgefining
the desired situatigand the selection artdeapplication of a sategy(a policy or kind ofinstructior)
that will fit the needs oftudents best (Visscher & Ehren, 2011).

The process dDBDM can bevisualized witha modeldescribed in Van Geel et. al. (2018s
figure 1 showst consists othe followingfour components

1) analyzingresults;
2) setting goals;
3) determining a strategy for goal accomplishment and;
4) executing the chosen strategy
Board level
- Evaluating & Setting SMART & Determinfi:f strategy E,1(ei:u1:ir‘::rstrateg\‘|I
analysing results challenging goals

goal accomplishment goal accomplishment

1 1 1

Figure 1: Fourconponent model of DBDMvan Geelgt al.,2016)

As can be seen iAgure 1 each componerdf DBDM cantake placatthree levelsramely
x theclass level,
x theschool level,
x theboard level
At the class levelall activitiesthat take placeare focused oimproving student achievement and are
carried ouby teachers. Atheschool leveltheactivitiesin each componerare executed by the school
leader and/or academic coach in cooperation with other teachexsedmclisedonteacheactivitiesto
improve student achievemesnAt the board level, thactivitiesin each component afecusedon the
performance obne or moreschoos. A school boaraxecuesthe activitiesat this level.
The ‘Focus’ i nt er va theclass and stloasl leveleardrihuseexchideu t e d
board level effects, therefothe further explanation of thenodel will focusonly at the class andhe
school level

Component 1Evaluating andanalyzingresults

The first component of the DBDM model is characterized by the analysis and evaluation of the
current situationWhich means that at class level the teacheram#llyzeand evaluate the results of
hig’her students within hiker class.At school level the school leader or academic coach will look at
how employees, in this case teashare performing. The resutibthe evaluation and analysis will
be theinputfor the next component in the DBDM model.



Component 2Setting SMART and challenging goals

In this component of the DBDM modtHie focusis on setting SMART and challenging goals
that are based on tloeitcomes of the analysis and evaluatiothe first block SMART is an acronym
that represents:

Specific,
Measurable,
Attainable
Rdevant
Time-bound.

X X X X X

Specific means that thgoal need to state exactly whatnewant to achieve. A large task
needs to be divided into smaller pieces and stated in exagbslfMeasurable goalsaveclear criteria
to determine whether the goal is reachthinable goals are feasible with the available resources like
time, effort and money. Relevant goalave a clear objective areally contribute to this objective.
Time- bound means that the goal states when to starwwaitking onthe goal and when the goal has to
be reached.

Locke and Latham (2002) found that goals that are too difficult ochadtengingenough, are
less likely to beaccomplishedhan goals thatequire averageskills. Therefog, in additionto the
SMART criteria goals have to be challenging to make progress.

At theclass level this means that a teacher needs to stateyexhatl he wants to achieve with
his class, and more specilty what he wants to achiewvéth each student. Within each class there are
different studentsvho have different levels of achievement, thereteacher needs to differentiate in
his goalsThe school leaddras to ddhe same at school level, with the difference of formulagioals
for his team.

Component 3Determining a strategy for goal accomplishment

This component of the DBDM modil about determining promisingstrategyto accomplish
thegoals setThe chosen strategy is basedmmsight intothe gap between the data analysis results and
the goals that have been.s&fter investigating the current knowledge level of the student and the goal
that is aimed for, a fittingtrategy needs to be chosen in order to accomplish that goal.

At theclass levea teacher needs to consider how to achieve the goals and what resources are
requiredto accomplish it. One should think about wpatlagogical content knowledge andkills are
neededandaboutwhether onenasters thesar not One should ask themselves the following questions:
fiwhat lesson materials do | need aré thesalready available? If not, what do | have toidaorder
that they areavailable or do | need to think about other optioidsPhe teacher should keep in mind
possible hurdles that need to be taken to accomplish the goal.

To determine a strategy at school level, a school leader needs to consider what teachers need to
be able todevelop themselvesprofessionally One should alsaconsider other organizational
improvement points. The environment of the school, team effort, and the motivation of the team are
examples othese And the school leader needs to look at the availableeqdredresources time,
money, courses, communication, workshops, training and so on.

Component 4Executing strategy for goal accomplishment

This componens abouthe execution of the strategy that wasserin the previous component
of the DBDM nodel.

At theclass levelthe teacher wilperform his lessonsxecuting thestrategy thatvas choseto
improve the results dfis’/her studentsAt school level the school leader will execute the strategy that
heplanned to accomplisihe goal

It should benoticed that the model consists of four components #maiompassctivitiesthat
are notalways exeuted inone and the sanfexed, linearorder.This means that one executes the
strategy for goal accomplishmearid it appears to be necessary to make a changedndberstrategy,
it is possible to make adjustmentsthe strategyimmediately(instead of going through the whole
procesdirst).



2.2 DBDM advantages

The Ministry of Education, Culture and Science (2007) stated that taking testanalyding
student results should be an important aid in the improvement of educationiampgtoving student
achievementThisis confirmed by the research of the Inspectiokadication (201)) whichshows that
schools with perform an analysis of tirestudents achievementsandwhich make changes in their
teachingbased on these results, do indeedrovetheir studentesults. The main goal of DBDM is to
improve student achievement, however DBD moreadvantagesSchildkamp and Kuiper (2010)
explain that student achievement data motivates and stimulates professionals to make deliberate and
explicit decisions about goals, cent and strategies for instruction.

The data facilitateopportunities to addressudent karningneedqSchildkamp & Lai, 2013)
and it helps teachersand school leader® interprettheir changing environmerand todetermine
whether there arproblems Additionally, Coe et. al. (2014) state that data on student progress is an
essential indicator for evaluating the quality of teaching and therstgmeorts teachers and school
leaders teevaluatetheir own functionig.

Teachers and school leaglavill not only makemore informeddecisionsf they are based on
data, additionallthe data will also provide support for these decisions if one is faced with opposition
(Flowers & Carpenter, 2009Eventually, all advantageshouldlead tobetterperforming, confident
professionaland to better educatipwhichis based on data analysisd other forms of data utilization
(Visscher & Ehren, 2011).

2.3 DBDM Disadvantages

Despite the advantages DBDM has, there aresaetepotentially undesireéffects that need
attention. Ledoux et. al. (2009) mention #@iféect of school leaders and teachevho aretoo much
focused on test results. This could result in spending too much time on tegisgwhich cannot be
spent orother educational practisefor instancanstruction.One should also be aware of a culture of
‘“teaching to the test’. This means that teacher s
processAnother side effect could #ata selectivityThis means thagchools only use data requiring
small improvementsData that demand mommplicated and lorterm actions for improvemeiatre
ignored, whichreduces thepossibilities to improve educatiorS¢hildkamp and Kuiper2010).
Too much stress on test resultel performance couldot onlylead topressureon school leaders and
teachers, but also on the students. This could result in chthiegglingwith perfomance anxiety
andlosingtheir pleasure in education (Ledoux, 2009).

2.4 Differences between schools

Van Geekt al.(2015) found varying resulis the improvement of student achievenmeetiveen
primary schools, whichhad implemented DBDM. This study showdlkat DBDM in generalhad a
positive effect on student achievemehtcording to Ledowet al. (2009}the effectiveness of DBDM
is dependentontec h o o | ' mintsTheauthbrs arggehatschools with a higher number of lew
performing studentare more willing to improve their student achievement levels compared to schools
that havemore highperforming studentsHowever, van Geeltaal. (2017 s howed t hat t he
interventionimprovedthe achievements dfoth lowSES as well as higt8ES studentbut was not
successful for mediwBES students in higBES schoolsThus, itstill is notvery cleawhat caises the
differences between schools in the improvement of their student
achievemenlevels

3t udents are assigned extra ‘weight’ if their parent s
an extra weigt of 0.30 (maximum parental educational level: lower vocational education), or 1.2 (maximum

parental educational level: primary education, or special needs education). School receives additional funding

based on student weights as it is assumed that Ischib students with student weight have a more difficult job

to do.
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The literature about DBDM presents a variety of factors that possibly influence the successful
implementation of DBDMDifferent studiegBoudett & Steele, 2007; Lachat & Smith, 2004; Love,
Stiles, Mundry, & DiRanna, 2008)cused on the preconditiof DBDM andstatethatit is necessary
to build data capacityo ersurethat data will be usecffectively. This meansthat schools need to
composedata teamsassigndata coachesllocatetime in the school calendar for collaborativata
analysisdevelopdata analysiskills and assessment literacy, @odprocess and shoslata in formats
that facilitate inquiry and atysis.However, there is still limited evidence that thésatures explain
the successful improvemenf student performance via DBDM.

This study is therefore focused mentifying the factorsthat were expéenced as hindering or
promoting the implementation of DBDMby school leaders and trainers of schools that have
implemented DBDM in practici the Focus intervention

11



3. Categorization of DBDM influencing factors based on DBDM
literature

Based ora review oftheresearch thatad beemonealreadyon thepreconditions for DBDM
four categorie®f possible factors that influence DBDMere madeThe first category in this research
i s c ast of dath as feedback and refers to the precondition
formats that facilitate inquiry and analysis, which is the core component of DBDM. The next category
i's ciamplemént atndreferstp thevecomditisntof implementing time for collaborative
analysis, andvorking with data teams and coachesghich are all basic conditions for workirum
DBDM. The third categoryefers to individual skills in data analysis and assessment literacy and is
c a | padidpantdf e a t,withia thié category a distinctiois made between the school leader and
the teachersThe last category is callédo r g a ni z at iamdnmefelts tofthe averall orgasidation
of theschool and & preconditions for DBDM.

Each category willnow be explained anavithin each categora description othe factors
potentiallyinfluencingthe effectiveness dPBDM will be presented

3.1 Use of data as feedback

The first category to be elaboratedisthecatego ‘* us e of ’'d,atvahiach flead ba ¢
connection with the first c¢ompanayeinmgte odl tt i'e. DBDM

Student Monitoring System

Data can include studertest scores. However, data should also be disaggregated and linked to
other data in order to support schools to make improvementslata should be disaggregated into
personal infomation (gender, age, SES) and contextual information (lesson plans, homework) and
subsequently be linked to the studgnt a c hi e v e mé& ICarpenteF, RaDY.€This enables the
possibilitiesto perform a meaningful analysis and interpretation of resddtsuchit provides support
to teachersabout which goals have priority and gives direction to their teaching practicehe
systematic use of tests afitk interpretation of data alsgive school leaderandteachers insight into
the relevance of the results. It also provitles opportunity to compare this with e.g. other schools,
national reference | evels, or with the results o

To facilitate schod in data disaggregation, easy data access, and showing useful data formats,
technology that supports theaetivitiescould be used (Rixa et al., 200P Therefore a digital student
monitoring system is pferred when working on DBDM. A digital studenbmitoring system is a digital
systemwhich givesteachers feedbaabout the resultsf the studentests(Faber Faber, & Visscher,

2014) A student monitoring system in which all results can be registered supports solamak/zing

all data andn compaing these with othedata Analysis of these data can support schools to set goals
andto evaluatehem thereforea student monitoring systeim a good feedbadkstrument that helps to
improve education arstudent resultéVan Geel & Visscher, 2013)o0 promote theoptimal use othe
student monitoring systento support instructional usé is important that teachers make sure the
database is compleémd the data are obta&uhin a short period of timéRonka et. al2009.

One issue is that teachaysite oftenlack the required training or experience in using data to
make decisions and thus feel overwhelmed and therefore create a negative attitutdte ttewsystem
(Ronka et al. 2009Vayman, 2007). Teachers laitie required analytical skills to interpret scales and
means They therefore cannot obtainn s i ght i nt o needy®lahi fawrence& Riggahe nt s’
2010. For this reason it is important that the student monitoring system irieselly, whichmeans
that the resultshould be displayed ian easy to understand foat, like for example a graph. Next to
this, it should be possible to link the data to thdividual studentdata to help teachers identify the
problems and specific needs of the shi@edas suclsupport instructionalatause(Ronka et al. 2008;

Faber & Visscher 2014).

Analyzedataon both individual and class level

Data are only useful fahe improvement of education and student achieatrii interpreted
correctly. Therefore it is importarthat educators use tisadent monitoring system well, whicheans
that they do not usthe student monitoring systemnly for theregistration and analysis of results.

12



Teachers prefer feedback at the level of an indivigualeny/erhaeghe et al., (201Mlowever,
the outcomes of the analysis at the individual level are the result of the individual features of a student,
while analyses of outcomes of multiple students provide feedback on the results and quality of
instructon. If themajority of the students B@oor results on a specific item in a test it can be concluded
that it was a bad item inaftest otthat probably the instruction for this topic was not suffici¢atber
et.al, 2014. Therefore it is recommendedathteachers not only use feedback on individual level, but
also on the class levétor the school leader it could helpful to compare the result§ teachersatthe
school levebr with the results obther schools.

Frequen and longitudinaldata analysis

Despite thesarlier mentioned advantagesusing a student monitoring systesuhoolsdo not
sufficiently use the information of the student monitoring system to improve their educaticteat stu
, class, and school levef Scholen voormo r g 2007.

Oneissue is that teachers focus on student dalaat one momenivhereast is important to
analyzestudent dat@an a more regular basis #ss makest possible to compare and see treimdthe
data Using the ability score of students helps to follow the development of students over a longer period
of time (grade 3B) by comparing consecutive test momentsother advantage afnalyzingstudent
data on a regular basis is that it should give the teachbance to make timely adjustments tdéhais
instruction. Hellrung & Hartig (2013) add to this that the frequency of analysis of student data will
increase the effect of DBDM because it is easier for teadbdisk the feedback from the student
monitoring system to their practice if less time has passed between the test and the feedback.

Figure2a and 2b give an exampletb&possibilitiesof a student monitoring systemrepresent
studentresults asa basis for datanalysis Both figures are froma student monitoring system called
‘ C| THwure 2a is an example of a standard student repdrfigure 2b is an alternativetudent
report that represents the results in a grd@achers could use both reports as a feedback instrument as
both figuresshow the level of th student and its ability scotdowever, the graph (figure 2b) gives a
good image of all levels together and the average line of growthematdesanalyzingif a student is
progressing welland if necessary, tmake timely adjushents in the individual student plan.

When performinga longitudinal analysis one could also see that after every period the student
wasatlevel 4 or 5 growth increased even faster than average growth. And every period the student was
at level 3 growth was less than expected. One explanatight bethat the student received extra
instructionif the result was insufficient (i.e. IV) and vice versa.

The standard report does not show the growth of the student compared to gueandlye-or
example, at test momeB# and M5 the level of the student wids which is the average level of a
Dutch studentHowever, the graph in the alternative report shows that the student line of gsowth
slower than what is expected, which could be a sigmahake adjustments in the individual student
plan.Using the alternative report, one could have intervened before entering leVakbéfore the use
of the alternative report is preferred.

13



Date Grade Task Test Score/ Score interval Level
Ability score
06-02-2009 4  M3start+1 38/ 101 99:102 [N
05-06-2009 4 E3 start +2 37/ 111 109:112 11
09-09-2010 5 M4 start + 2 33/ 117 116:119 \YJ
21-06-2010 5 E4 start +2 34/ 122 120:124 i
05-02-2011 5 M5-digi S+2 28/ 126 125:128 i
03-06-2011 5 E5 start+ 1 38/128 126:130 \YJ
Figure 2a: Example of a standard student report (CITO)
150
7 ]
145
i Il
140
1354 v
v
M3 E3 M4 24 Ms Es W& Es

Figure 2b:Example of a alternative student repd@ITO)

Based on these finaljs it is expected than this category, the followinfgactors will influence DBDM:

1 userfriendly digital studentmonitoring system
1 analysis of data on both individual and class level
1 frequent and longitudinal data analysis

3.2 Implementation process

This category focuses on the basiaditiors that enable schools to work williBDM andrefers
to the preconditiomof implementingtime for collaborative analysisndfor working with data teams
and coaches

Clear goals and expectations according student achievement and DBDM

In order to give meaning to the interpretation of reswitsking on DBDM should be integrated
in an explicit context. Which meatisat there should beszhoolvision and longterm goals should be
clear. In other words schools need to embody the DBDM processimtent practice (Ledoux et.al.
2009). Cohen anBall (2001) explain that it is important to take the environmentactount since the
environmeninfluences the instructional interaction with school leaders, teachers and students. Before
theimplementation of DBDMt should be clear whahe startingpoint of a schoois. To determine the
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starting pointschools could review their school plan to determine what the goals avéhahdctions

should be emphasized. In conjunction, the goals, gladsaction points should be communicated and
clear to thevhole school team (Lachat & Smith, 2004; Ledoux et. al., 20@9%upport schools in the

i mpl ementation of DBDM, Ledoux et. al., (2009)
which is a model that describagime path to implement innations, the goals, and the priorities.

Time

Another factor that is important for the implementation of DBDM is timehe research of
Ledoux et. al. (2009)re of the problems that schools experienced was a lack offtiraeefore ¢achers
could notbring their new approaches, e.g. more differentiation in classrooms, into practice.
Implementing DBDM in school is a process that takes time to practice and optimize (B&3Mhone,
2002) Teacherseed time to learn new dki, to make significanthangedo their practice, and to
evaluate on it (Ledoux et. al. 2009; Timperley, 2008; van Veen, 2010).

Time is also necessary to execute the processes of DBDM titsatfalyzeand discuss data, to
set goals, and to determine and execute the striieggal accomplishment (Visscher & Ehr@911).

Several studies emphasize the importance of interaction and collaboration (Flowers et al.2000;
Timperley, 2008; van Veen, 2010; Ronka et al. 2009). Interaction with colleagues about experiences
effective teaching strategieand student learning can help teachers to integrate new learning into
existing practiceNext to this Flowers efl. (2000) state that groups who work collaboratively with
datg create a shared responsibility for studasitiasement.The analyss andthediscusgn of data as
a group promotesunderstaniohg and interpretation, which are important for creatarg effective
evaluation environmer{Flowers & Carpenter, 2009)

When working collaboratively on datsghools or teachers should be able to perform a mere in
depth analysi on the causes of improveident results. Teachers can support each other in linking the
outcomes of the analysis to concrete adjustments in their lessons or instructions (Waymait)al

To support collaborative analysiBonka et al. (2009) emphasithe importance of scheduled
time at key data points. Schools gapactivelyorganizeevaluative momentsyhichalso stimulatelata
analysis frequency and prevetiis kind ofsingular evaluation momertisatwerementionedn section
3.1

Data coach or trainer

A data coach or trainer could facilitate the implementation process of DBDM, which includes
scheduledmoments for analyss and evaluation, forcollaboration, and roonfor professional
development (Ronka et al., 2009he coachcan contribue to thecontinuation of the development
process of the schadupport can be givenith regard tahe analysis and evaluation proc@ssdoux
et al. 2009)This promotesobjectivity in data selection, correct data processing, and ttinga

Timperley (2008) states that thrainer needso be knowledgeable arthveprovenexpertise.
To reduce possible resistance from teachers, this expertise needs to be dadedcandhe trairer
needs tohave powerfulexamples from practic/an Veen, 2010)This expertise includes multiple
learning approachesh& chosen approacls adapted t@ctual practice and needs toresposive to
the learning processéEimperley, 2008).
Whenschooldevelopments areareateedthe trainer needs to have sufficient overviewjghtsand
skills to guide the school teafbhedoux et. al. 2009).

To summarize, the expected influencing factors irctleet e gnplementdtion procesare:
1 Goals andexpectationsegardingstudent achievement and DBDM
- clearstudent achievemengbals

- data analysis and evaluationplementatiomplan
- clear DBDM tasks and responsibilities for thbale team

1 Time
- scheduledrecurrentime forthe evaluation othe process of DBDM
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- schedulednd recurrent timéor collaborative analysis

1 Data coach or trainer
- expertise
- skill to adaptto team characteristics

3.3 Participant features (school leaders & teachers)

In this report two groups are distinguisheldem looking at DBDMn Dutch primary schools.
The first group consists of school leadsf®act at the school level. The other group consists of teachers
who act at the class level.
When implementing DBDMboth the schodkeaders as well as the teachdravea new and difficult
task. Data needs to be used to impredecational practice, which means analysis and interpretation of
student achievement data in the form of test refllesyman, Midgley, & Stringfield2006 Visscher
& Ehren, 201).

3.3.1 School leaders

The school leadsrareresponsible for fulfilling practical conditions like the selection of a digital
student monitoring system, and providing recurrent timedtatanalysis. In addition to that, the school
leades areassumed to have an important role regarding the DBDM culture within the school. The school
leades influencethe attitude ofteaches towards DBDM. By promoting clear visions and norms to
DBDM one provides structur@nd encourages the use of data to impreducation(Levin & Datnow,
2012 Marsh, 2012

Data literacy of the school leader

To carryout the DBDM vision and culturéhe data literacy of the scbideader should be
sufficient.Crusoe (2016) used the following definitiondzfta literacy:

@ata literacy is the knowledge of what data are, how they are collected, analyzed, visualized
and shared, and is the understanding of how data are applied for benefit or detrimenttheithittural
context of security anpl r i vpa38 y 6

Earl and Katz, 006) explain thaschool leadex who becomenore knowledgeable about data
use, can moreeffectively evaluate both ipersonal a well as the schosléixisting capacities, identify
strengths and weaknesses, and better develop plans for improvEheatare five characteristics that
determineif the data literacy level of the school leader is sufficient, which is necessagcome a
successfuDBDM school leader

1. The school leader needs tmderstand the goal of datae, which is to improve
education and not just an administrative task.

2. The school leader needs to have enough knowledge and skills to distinguisfraseful
useless data.

3. The schobleader need® acquire knowledgefdstatisti@al) measurement issues.

4. The school leader is able to interpret the most important signals of the data correctly.

5. The school leader needs to pay attention to the reporting of data and to shattatthese
with employees.

Wu (2009) states that among school leaders there is aflasktaditeracy, which means that
school leaders do not have sufficient training in understandimayzing and interpreting data, and
thereforetheydo not know what the data mean and how to use (Bam & Katz, 2006; Mandinach &
Honey, 2008; Wu, 20Q9This results in school leaders who are struggling with the data and who find
it difficult to enableteachers to work with it (Levi& Datnow, 2012) Theytherefore feel insecure about
their schools in leading DBDM efforts (Wu, 2009).

Instructional leaership

The school leaders need to be the driving force faifdl the role of process supervisor
(Visscher & Ehren, 2011)lo develop teacherexpectations for improved student achievement, to
organize and promote engagement in professional learning communities, a school leader should show
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stimulating instructional leadership (Timperley, 2008; van Veen, 2010). Horng and Loeb (2010) explain
thatstimulating instructional leadership characterizes itself asrgadi t h  ao i 'h amearst al i t vy
leaders who show engagement with the curriculum.

Levin and Datnow (2012), explain that the school leaders should show specific actions to
effectively guid the teamSchool leaders should be able to mentor their staff. Therefore school leaders
should keep traclof performance and provide supporg bbserving practice, providing concrete
feedback antby modelinginstruction (Horng & Loeb, 2010)

Butler et al., (2009 highlights the task of a school leadarmaking sure that professional
development and collaboration time is protect&uiring this time the focus should be on the use of
student achievement data to improve educatiordatebased decisiomaking should nodnly beseen
as an administrative task Dathow & Hubbard, 2015).

Therefore effectivenstructionalleadership entails giving direction to data teamsdeling
effective data use, scheduling and protecting time for collaborativddsgd meetings, and connecting
data analysis to cledollow-up stepsand subgoals andthe communicabn of these with the team
(Ronka et.al. 2009).

Based on these findings it can be conctutteattwo featuresof theschool leader couldffect
DBDM. The first one ighe level of data literacy of the school leadérse other is how the school
leader performs as an instructional lea@iee extent to which a school leader has one or more of the
described competences or actions determines how muchtaickind of effect the school leader has
on DBDM.

1 Data literacyof the school leader
- understands the goal of data use
- knows how taanalyzeand interpret data
- shareghefindings of analygs with the team

1 Instructional leadership
- mentos teachersvith respect to DBDM
- schedules anduaranteetime for collaborativedata analysis
- supports professional development
- clear vision and normegardingDBDM

3.3.2 Teachers

As explained above, the second group of participartis,play a crucial role in the process of
DBDM, are theteachers. Teachers actthé class levelThe quality of teacheris assumed to have a
great influence on student achievement (Coe et al., 2014).

Data literacy of teachers

Data is used to inform instrtion. Therefore teachers also needhave sufficient data literacy.
The definition of data literacy specified fitre teachingcontextis slightly differentfrom the definition
of data literacyfor schoolleaders. T@valuatehe extent to wich the datditeracy level ofteachers is
sufficient, tie definition of Gummer ahMandinach (2015) can hsed

AfiData |iteracy for teaching is the ability 1tc¢
knowledge angractices by collecting, analygy, and inerpreting all types of data (assessment, school
climate, behavioura] snapshot, longitudinal, momettmoment, and so on) to help determine
instructional steps. It combines an understanding of data with standards, disciplinary knowledge and
practices, curicular knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and an understpatiow children
l earno (p. 2)

Educators should also link the feedback from the student monitoring system to their own
instructional behaviour (Faber, van Geel & Visscher, 2(H8)vever, relating the results of students to
their own acting within their class or school seems difficult for teachers and school leaders (Van Geel
& Visscher, 2013)Faber et al. (2013) describe that the results of the analysis of the student monitoring
sysem are attributed to the student instead of to the lessons offered by the teacher.
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DBDM teaching skills

In the first component ofDBDM, evaluating andanalyzing results, the ms&t important
competences are tllect organize analyze interpretdatg and to draw conclusion&ummer and
Mandinach (2015) make clear that the analysis is not limited to the test results. Teacheramedgdeto
a combination of multiple data like for examglehavioraldata in comimation with test resultdNext
to this, eachers need to link the used the strategy to the otheBadatd on the analysis of all data the
teacher needs to draw conclusgpwhich arénput for the next steps in the DBDM process.

In the second componersetting SMART and challenging goals, the teacher needs to have the
capability torecognize andlescribe the starting situatiamdthe desired situatiofvisscher & Ehren,
2011). Therefore, besideanalytic skills teachers also need to hasefficient knowledge of final
learnirg objectives and its sub goals. Teachers need to be capable to formulate SMART and challenging
goals that fit the previously stated conclusions.

In the next componetibe teacher needs to determine a strategy for goal accompliskrhi,
means that the teacher need$¢oable to select and apply an instructional strategy that fits best for
every studentThereforethe teacher needs to be able to differentiate betwsagents and have
knowledgeabout the different instructional strategies and resources. Resources help the teacher to adapt
their teaching, to provide support to the student, and to test the progress of the students. Examples of
resources are test matdsiar instructional materials. Next to thésteacher should also have knowledge
about therelationbetweendata and instructignwhich makes it possible to choose an instruction that
fits the goal(which should be challengihgin this stage the knowledgshould not be restricted to
knowledge aboutow students learn, but also pedagogical content knowledge for example (Gummer &
Mandinach, 201p

In the lastcomponent othe DBDM process the strategy for goal accomplishmestésuted,
which means thateaches needto have general teaching skills and be able to work in different
instructional groupsTherefoe, the teacher should be capable to differentiate in his instructien.
during this stage it imsufficientif the teaches knowledge is limgdto curricular knowledgegachers
also needo havesubject matteknowledge.

However, Ledoux et al. (2009) describe that according to educational experts there is
insufficient expertise with respect to the analysis of student data. A lot of teacheniesg difficulties
with the analysis of test data, the interpretation of anafgsigltsand the translation of the findings to
thdr teaching practicHellrung & Hartig, 2013; Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2013; Williams & Coles,
2007) A reason for tis could be that teachers hamet beentrained enough,or haveinsufficient
experience iranalyzingdata,in using them to set goal®¢nka et al. 2009), and translatingthat to
their own teachingpehavior(Van Geel & Visscher, 2013).

Attitude of theeacher

Next to allknowledge and skills that a teacher needsatee in each component of DBDRhe
attitude of the teachers is also an important fa&orko et. al. (1997) describe that the motivation and
the beliefs of a teacher determine which nestrirctional practices are interpreted and executed.
order to have more impact, knowledge buildingutalirectly influence teachdieliefs.Because the
effectiveness of teaelns is afactorinfluencing studenachievenent, t is necessary to maximizéhe
expertise and motivation of the teach&rsuse dataandto inform instruction when implementing
DBDM in their school (Curry et.al., 2015).
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Summarizingthis sectiorit can be concluded that the teacher needs a variation of knowledge
and skillsto effectively use DBDMNext to thist h e t ettitode eould asso influence the process
of DBDM.

1 Teacher dta literacy
- collecting, analyzing, and interpreting multiple data to inform practice

bl TeachingrelatedDBDM skills
- drawconclusions based on data
- set goals based on data
- select the most effectiteachingstrategy that fits the goals
- execution of theeachingstrategy

1 Teacher ditudetowards DBDM
- use data to inform instruction

3.4 Organizational features

Joint visionon education and development

To successfully implement DBDMhere needs to be a sharésian on DBDM and itadded
value for education and improved studachievemenfVan Geel & Visscher, 2013Jhere needs to be
clarity on the goals and normsaohieve and trust that a goal is achievalilledoux et al. (2009) found
that discrepancies between the norm and the actual staclEavemendo not always lead to action.
Teachers sometimehink the norm is too highor it is expectedhat achievemenwill increase with
time. Therefore the goals and the paa achieve them need to be documented.

It is also preferred to hawmnsensuaboutthe plan by all professional stakehold@which are
the school board, school leader, academic coach and tepcReEmsmimunication abouthe goals,
strategies and timelinasithin the whole teamensurs both understandg of the plan as well as the
responsibilitie®f each partylnvolving the team as much as possible in the process will halghteve
abuy-in, shaed direction and shared responsibi{ffowers & Carpenter, 2009)

Schoolculture

It is expected tht schoolsthat have a culture thata@hievemenbriented andocused on
DBDM at all timesjmplement DBDM more successfullyhis means that schools pay attention to
issues of educational leadership, policy, and responsibilities of all team members. In these schools
employees have shared beliefs #maly collaboratg Boudett & Steele 200Firestone & Gonzales,

2007).

Holcomb(1999) states that it is preferred to have a culture in which people are excited about
the use of data. Therefore it is important that teachers understand its implications for, jesstttbe
need to critically look at data to reflect on their own fiorihg, andthat theyare open to changing
their practice.

Teachers are more likely to begin to practice reflective teaching when data is used to inform
instruction rather thato evaluate instruction (Curry et. al. 201B)culture of trust is therefoessential,
which means that data are not used to judge, but to support improgare@eel & Keuning, 2016)

A culture of trust avoidghe feelingof teacher®f being overwhelmed by the use of data drekskills
required(Ronkaet. al. 2008)

Next to this, an environment in which there is room for mistakes and feedback to improve
providesmultiple opportunitiedor teacherdo learn new information and skills (Timperley, 2008)
According to Datnow and Hubl&(2015) learning new information anekills canbe realized by
creating professional communities, organizing training sessions, and by facilitating moments to have
interaction with coaches, consultants, and the sdeadkr Interaction with colleagues about personal
professional developmeand about student achievemeah help teachets integrate new leaing in
existing practice (Timperley, 2008)edouxet.al (2009) found that in 6good
consultation between the teacher and academic coach about individual student achievement, the
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development, and action plan. Achievements at school level are most of the time discussed during team
meeings and sometimes during an appraisal in which the functioning of the teacher is evaluated.

It is preferred to involve teachers in the content of the professional development trajectory
becausehatcreates shared responsibil{tyyan Veen, Zwart & Meirink2012).However, Ledoux et al.
(2009) found that teachers are not always involved during the interpretation phase, excepewhen
results are insufficient.

In conclusion, it is expected that the following organizational factors influence DBDM:
- Ajointvisionon DBDM
- A school culture promoting the use of data for improvement
- School internal DBDMcollaboration
- Teachersprofessional development for DBDM
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3.5 Model

Based on the findings in the previous sections, a research mod#dvedspedFigure 3). This
modelsummarizes andsualizes the factors thate expected tmfluence DBDM.In the first column,
the four mainand broadcategories that are expected to influence DBBXd displayedThe second
columnpresentarrows, whichspecifies fo each category which factoaseexpecedto influence the
implementation of DBDM

» user friendly digital SMS

Use of Data as skl
feedback

» frequent and longitudinal data
analysis

clear goals and expectations

i regarding student achievement
Implementation fciletcls
prOCeSS otime

edata coach or trainer

*school leader

- data literacy

- instructional leadership
steacher

- data literacy

- DBDM teaching skills

- attitude towards DBDM

Participants
features

ejoint vision

eschool culture promoting use of
data for improvement

*school internal DBDM
collaboration

steachers professional
development for DBDM

Organizational

features

Figure 3:Research model
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4. Method

In this chapter, thenethod forthis study is describeds described before, all schools in this
study participated the same intervention. Therefore this chapter will start shibriaintroduction on

the intervention cal e d

“ F o c .5absdguemtijhe resedrch design is explainédenthe sample

and te procedure for data collection are elucidated. Finally, the instruments @sgtidothe data are
describedand it is explained how the data wersalyzed

4.1 Focus Project
In the schoolyear 20092010 the University of Twente startad intervention with the aim to

implement and sustain DBDM within the whole school organizatdanexample of the conteif a

trainingwasto teach teacherstowdk wi t h t he ‘' st U d e nanalgséane possible i n g
and how do | interprehedata? Eight schools out of the area of the University of Twente joined in a

pilot study. The experiences and knowledge from this study were relevant and schoolsrdsiedo
learn how tomakethe transfer from knowledge of th&tudent monitoring stemto the use ofhese

analysesn the daily practice.
The success of the pilot resulted i tthevelopment of an extensive trainiiog 43 schools,

mainly in Tweng, called Focus The goal of the training was to implement and sustain DBDM within

the whole schoadrganizationWithin thisFocus | project school tearf@lowedthe training separately:

during thefirst schoolyear (20162011) teachers fromradel-5, schobleades, and academic coaeh

were trained, in the second scho@ar (20132012) teachers fromrades6-8 followed the same
trajectory. All 43 schoolsvorkedon DBDM for mathematicéStaman, Visscher, & Luyten, 2014)
The Focus Il project statl in school year 2032012. Themain difference between both

trajectoriesis that within Focus Il th whole team participatedn the two-year training trajectory.
The firstyear wa similarto the content of Focus |, however chgithe second year thevorked onthe
broadening and deepenin§ DBDM andthe integration of new subjects within DBDM.eMt to this

the coverage aresignificartly increased with a total of §Fartidpating schools in Friesland, Drenthe,

Flevoland, NooreHolland, ZuidHolland, Gelderland and Overijss@eunis 2013. The Focus Il

project started in 2022013 and 44 schabparticipatedn this trajectory.
The University of Twentappointed trainers to the Focus projé&a compare the effects of the
training between schools it was importaéimat the training was as much as possible the same across

schools and trainers. Therefdghe planningf training activitiedor all schoolscorresponded to tame

line, each meatig had on¢opic, which was the same for evesghool. The content of the meetings was
more or lesdixed for all schots, thesame Power Point slidegere used, and the sarassignments
were done in all schoolfigure 3.1 shows the content and type of each meeting of the Focus training.
Trainers had to present information the same way, thedeédore everyneeting, the trainers discussed

the content for that specific meeting intensively with each othervatidthe project supervisor.

However,r cause of wvariation in school t eams

prior

chosen by a sduol, the time a trainer spent @nspecific topic within a meetj varied somewhat

betweerschools(Van Geel et a].2015)

Table 2

Content of the meetings of the Focus project

Year 1

S

1

Type of meeting

Content

School leader/ Schoo Fulfilling the practical preconditions and stressing

board meeting
Team meeting

Team meeting

Team meeting
Team meeting

importance of the role scholelader/school board
Analyzing test score data from the student monitori

system
Subject matter contertcurriculum
I ndi vi dual di agnosis of

Goal setting and developimgstructional plans
Putting instructional plans into action
Monitoring and adjusting instructional plans based on
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data from content mastery tests and daily class work
S  School leader/ school Discussing progress amgals for the next period (traine
board meeting school leader and school board)

5 Team meeting Evaluating standardized test performance data |
intervention results)
6 Team meeting Collaboration in the school: how to learn from each ot

by means otlassroom bservations
S School leader/ school Discussing progress and setting goals for the next pe
board meeting (trainer, school leader, and school board)
7 Team meeting Evaluating standardized test data

Year2 1 Team meeting Meeting baed on issuerelated to DBDM aised by the
schools themselves

2 Coaching activity ~ Coachingn the classroom

S School leader/ school Discussing progress and goals for the next period (tra
board meeting school leader, and school board)

3 Team meeting Evaluating standardized test performance data

4 Team meeting or  Content lased on issues raised by schools (optional: €

coaching activity ~ classroom coaching session)
S  School leader/ school Discussing progress and how to sustain DBQMiner,
board meeting school leader, and school board)
5 Team meeting Evaluating standardized test performance data
Sustaining DBDM

4.2 Research design

This qualitative study $ of anexgoratory nature and consisi$ three partsEach part aims to
evaluatefactors that influence DBDMll with their own focus relatet a research questiohhefirst
research question focusasanalyzingwhich fadors that are describedtineliterature areexperienced
by school leaders and trainers as hindering or promoting on DBB&Isecond research guestaims
to identify factors, mentioned by school leaders fathers, whichwere not found in literature yet.
Subsequently, thgoal of thethird resarch question was to explore if there were differences in the
experiences of school leaders and trainers, thus if there were differences in factors they mentioned as
affectingthe implementation of DBDM

In order to determinéactors that could influend®@BDM, a literature study was conducted,
which theresults can be found in chapterAtter determining the factors that could influence DBDM,
the following step was to find out what school leaders and trainers experienced as hindering or
promoting factos. By means of interviews with the school leaders, sometimes in combination with the
academic coach, and by studying trainer reports attmDBDM-implementation process in the
schools, the factors mentioned by the school leaders and the trainers mpexam withthe factors
described irthe literature Factors mentioned by school leaders &rathers, whichwere not found in
literature,were grouped together aadalyzedater to answer the second research questiba.third
research question was answered by comparing the results of the school leaders with the results of the
trainers.

4.3 Respondents

In this study, all primary schools that participated and completed the Focus Il or Focus llI
training wereincluded in theresearch These primary schools all have followed the same training
trajectoryand worked on DBDMWithin this sample, two groups of respondents were seleCted.
first group of respondents exstof all school leaders (in combination witieacademicoacles from
all the schools that completed the Focus trajecttmythe school years 20120122013, 53 schools
participated in Focus,landin theschool years 20220132014 another 48 schools started with Focus
Ill. Schools could voluntarily particgie within the Focus project. Eventually 96 schools fully
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completed the Focus trajectory.

The secondjroup of respondeniacludedall thetrainerswho guided the Focus trajectory of these 96
schools, which is a total of 7 traineBescriptivesof the schools that completed the Focus project can
be found inTable3.

Thesampleof schools that participateéd the Focus projeds representative for Dutch primary
schools in the NetherlandBable4 providesan overviewof some features dhe schoolsin the Focus
trajectoryin terms ofschool size, urbanization, asdt u d scictesohomicstatus (SES)Compared
to the national population of primary schools in the Netherlands, participating schoalmbagthan
average number aftudentswith a lowerSES background, and the averaghool size fumber of
studentywas a little abovéhe national average

Table 3
Descriptives of the school teams in the Focus project

Descriptive Statistics

Min (%) Max (%) M (%) SD (%)
Men 0 38 16,8 7,2
Women 62 100 83,2 7,2
Weight students 0 84 24,8 23,0

Table 4
Features of schools participating the Focus project

Frequency Percentage

School Size*

Small (<150) 27 28,1
Medium (156350) 49 51,0
Large (>350) 20 20,8
Urbanization

Urban (G4) 18 18,8
Suburban (G32) 41 42,7
Rural 37 38,5
StudentSES

Small 26 27,1
Average 48 50,0
Large 21 21,9

*Average number of students of a Dutch primary school: 211

4.4 Instruments/ procedure

Data was collecteby means ointerviewsbased o h e St o r ySingethe intemgetvdh o d ’
used for this study contain qualitative datatainterpretatiorby the researcher ian important activity
However, AttrideStirling (2001) explains that sometimes meaning dedp understanding of a
phenomenon can only be understood in its social corféeattitioners can give the most valuable
information about factors that promote or hinder DBDMe datacollection methodusedoffered
school leaders the opportunity to e=ft on their DBDM implementation process during the entire
intervention periodAn advantage of this methodatso that ifprovides respondentse opportunityto
give their own answer, which gives the researcher a clear view of all possible factorsnegoeby
school leaders and traindBeijaard Van Driel & Verloop, 1999)

First, the trainer explained the storylimethod tahe school leader3hey were provided with
an empty graph. Time (in months) was displayed onXtais and theY-axisranged from 1 to @
School leaders were asked#be the procss of implementing DBDM in theschool during the Focus
projectwith a score between 1 and 10. School leaders answered this question by plotting a storyline in
the empty grarpsent ¢t ausingtat hephernd(at the pegjeat
project) while thinking back to the start of the projectjgtthe various time points of the process by
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giving grades between 1 and 10.

After they had plotted the storylingchool leaders were asked to elucidate their thoughts on the
line theyhaddrawn. This meanshatthe school leaddrad to explain what caused a peak or fall of their
line, what caused a change in direction, and what they think was successful or hindering. Additionally
the interviewer asked which of the mogeneral factors had promoted bindered DBDM
implementation(e.g. general collaboration within a school team versus poor teaching quality). The
interviewer made notes during the interview and summarized the outcomes for each school. These notes
and summaes were used for this study.

In addition, prior to their iterviews with a school leader, trainers wrote down their own
experiences per school in a report using the same storyline method. In this report they answered the
same questions as the school leaders. These trainer reports were also used for tAis axadyple of
a blanc stonfine interviewand an example of a storyligan be found in Appendix A.

4.5 Data analysis

The exploration othe factors thathadinfluencel DBDM accordingto the experiences dhe school

leaders and trainers was guided by the three research questions. In order to answer these questions, the
availabledata had to banalyzed In the following section, the methods for these analyses will be
elaborated on.

Interview data to answer ¢hresearch questions

The datafrom the interviews were useéd ansver the three research questiansi were stctly
gualitativeby nature.

All data was coded by means of ATLAS.ti.

To answer the first research qu wedbasedonthef our
findings from literatureThese coding groups wenese ofdata afeedback, implementation process,
participants’ f eat ur eSshseqenttydwittonregch graup, a distinctioravias f e at
made between hindering)(and promoting (+). To explain how the coding was done, an example of
guote that waassigned o t he cat egdeedpack use of data as

Quote: NAteacher s eGiptea i exn cem gasaadedagtBr-.d rr  m

The codd-B mearsthat it wasassigned tthe category us e o f d a taadthe 6+) shosvetidhb a ¢ k ’
it was expeenced as a promoting fact®ithin each category all coded datarefurtherclassified as
a factor, which can be found in Figure 1. For example, within the category FB it meant that the quotes
couldbe assignetb:

- student monitoring system

- feedback on both individuahd atclass level

- frequent and longitudinal analysis

To make sur¢hatall factors that warmentioned by the respondents wanalyzedthere was
also a fifth category ‘unknown’ . All statements
codedas unknown’® . Within this cat otheowerg groupetogethers t h at
This providedhe opportunity t@answer the second research question, which aimittaew factors
or a new category of factars
Data of both respondent gnos were coded the same wayjahihmade it possible to compditee data
of both groups.

5. Results literature-based DBDM influencing factors
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This chaptermpresentghe results of the analysis of the coded data as descrilbled previous
chapter. Evergectiondescribes the results of a categfmmyboth, the school leademndthe trainers.

5.1 Use of data as feedback

The first category to be el aborated is the c:
the analysis of the school leaders are described, followed by the results of the trainers.

5.1.1 Analysis school leaders

In total, 42 different £hool lea@rs which are 43,8% of all interviewed school leaders,
mentionetbneormord eat ures i ms ¢ hef cada ea DBRDM influerecidgdfaators. ’
This means that 56,2% of the school leadi@isiot mention thiscategory.

34,4% of all school leaders experienced this category as promoting and 16,7% mentioned
hindering factors in this categon overview of theesults fortheschoolleaders ipresentedh Table
5.

Table 5
Overview of schodeader$o pi ni ons in the category o6use of dat
Promoting Hindering School leaders
(N=96)
Use of Data as Feedback 34,4 16,7 43,8
Use- friendly digital SMS 18,8 16,7 33,3
Analysis of datan both individual and class level 1,0 0,0 1,0
Frequent and longitudinal data analysis 156 0,0 15,6

* The last column shows the total percentagmadividualsthat mentionea specific factorlf a person
mentioned a factor multiple times, for example both as promoting as well as hindering, this person was
counted in the last column as one. This applies to all coming tables.

5.1.1.1 Promoting factors by school leaders

I'n the catdagar ws' ieedbfack’, the most common ¢
SMS’ . 18, 8% of al | school | eaders mentioned this
was very useful to fill the SMS at the beginning of the project and that usigiBegave them more
insight into student result$.eacherst their schooléearned more about the possibilities of 8dS
and were positive abouits clear and objective representatiaofsstudent resulislike schematic
overviews and graph3eachersndicated that they learndtbw to use the system and are now more
able to give meaning to these results.

‘Analysis of data on both individualandl ass | ev el ' ongmexentokthesthoob ned by
leades. The school leader explained that data fimemallel groups and sections is usedséarch for
causes on student achievem@itis means thahe performance ainalysis is nolimited toindividual
level or class level, but also beyond class level.

The factor “frequent isaasdnentiomeddy 156% bdfrihe schodlat a &
leaders as promoting. Seven school leadenstioned the added value of looking at the ability level of
the students, which gave teachers extra insighighieir student reults and gave an extra imputse
them Teachers learned to analyze student results in a different way. Other explanations were that
teachers learned to analyze and look at the student results in a different way, for example analysis of
student results over time.

5.1.1.2 Hindering factors by school leaders

School | eaders mentioned one of the factors
friendly SMS’ was mentioned by lifniGtods%f tleedystetmhe s c h
cal | ed ‘wera manttosed 3s $indering, dodr timesfort he system “ ESI S’ . Li

the impossibility to perform an analysis of specific errors that students make, and to upload and use the
group plan formats in the system. They also explaihatithe SMS3lid not present the resultsdiear
and easyto understand formats causing uncertainties in what teachers were reading and how to interpret
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data for the right group of students. Three school leaders medtitie basic conditions to use the
system were lackinggcomputers did nowvork, no access to the networknd the software of the SMS
itself did not work. One school leader mentioned the transition to another SMS redutedteachers
to adapt to the new software for example.

School leaders did not mention other hindering fadtotkis category.

5.1.2 Analysis Trainers

I n total, the category use of data as feedb
means that in 77,1% of the cases this category was not mentioned by the trainers.

In 19,8% of the cases factoo$ this category are mentied as promoting and in 15,286
hindering.An overview of thaesults of the trainers ipresented in Tabk

Table 6
Overview of trainers6é opinions in the category 0
Promoting Hindering % Traines*
(N=96)
Use of Data as Feedback 26,0 5,2 30,2
Use- friendly digital SMS 19,8 52 229
Analysis of dataon both individual and class level 0,0 0,0 0,0
Frequent and longitudinal data analysis 9,4 0,0 9,4

5.1.2.1 Promoting factors by trainers
Trainers mentioned the uskiendliness of the SMS in 19,8% of the cases. They mentioned that
teachers gained more insight in the SMS and its possibilities. In two cased the traingosied that
their schoolised a prograrthat filled protocolsautomatically, which was positively experienced by the
complete school team.
The factor analysis on both individual and class level was not mentioned as a promoting factor.
Frequent and longitudinal analysis was mentioned in 9,4% of the cases. Trainers explained that,
by using the ability score, the teachers created a more nuanced imageofttheid achigvesments
and progress

5.1.2.1 Hindering factors by trainers
In 5,2% of the cases the extent to which a SMS wasftisadly was mentioned as hindering
for DBDM. Examples of hindering issues were the malfunction of the system (Parnassys) or a server
that was broken. Trainers also explained that it was not alwaystel#s school team how to work
with the system and its format, which caused a lot of frustration in the team.
The other two factors ‘analysis of data on b
l ongitudinal dat a an hihdgriagbgtrainesser e not menti oned a

5.2 Implementation process

The secondategory to be elaborated isthecatego * i mpl emenht aFi oat prbeec
of the analysis of the school leaders are described, followed by the festlits trainers.

5.2.1 Analysis school leaders

This category was mentioned by 76% of the school leaders as a DBDM influencing factor.
62,5% of all school leaders mentioned promoting factors in this category and 41,7% of the school leaders
mentioned hindering factors. It meanatt®4% of the school leaders did not mention any factor in this
category as influencingBDM.
An overview of the results for the school leaders is presented in T.alile next sections will elaborate
the specific promoting and hindering factarentioned by school leaders.
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Table7

Overview of school |l eadersé opinions in the cate
Promoting Hindering % School
leaders*
(N=96)
Implementation process 62,5 41,7 76,0
Goals and expectatiomsgardingstudent achievement anc 29,2 7,3 35,4
DBDM
Time 25,0 156 33,3
Data coach or trainer 32,3 25,0 45,8

5.2.1.1 Promoting factors by school leaders

The factor ‘goals and expectations regarding
by 29,2% of the school leadeSix school leaders mentioned that clarifytive goals had a positive
influence on DBDM Nine school leaders mentioned clear appointsas promoting. They explained
that consensus about fexample group plans, which describe specific educatioal needs of each
student, increased its qualifglear agreements made sure tharg team member was aware of its
responsibilities andctel on this. Three school leaders mentioned that it was positive to have a plan or
calendar that exactly states the time path of testing, analysis and evaluation.

The next fat o r “ti me’ wa $ omtbenschoa leaderdhéd gchod@ teaders
explained that the reservation of time to organize work moments had a positive influencethzsgng
scheduled work moments teachers could analyze student results and discuss data witieeaaod
work on group planswhich resuledin conversations and discussior®at educational content that
were more indepth and useful he facilitation of time stimulated the sharing of experiences and good
practices.

The ‘data coach or trainer’ wasenmeookldadersed by
only mentioned ‘trainer as a success factor a
explained that it was positive to have direct contact with the trainer to have consultations about the needs
of the schoolSeven school leads mentioned practical meetings that matched the needs of the school
and concrete feedback as promotiagtors Five school leaders experienced the presence of a trainer
as supportive and stimulating, which helped to stay focused on the implementdiiBDbF in the
school.

5.2.1.2 Hindering factors by school leaders

School | eaders also mentioned the factor
and DBDM’ as a hi mkkechdoldegdert expledothat tHe Tack3Pe)eachool
appointments caused agitation and therefore stagnation of the process. There was no uniformity in the
execution of tasksThe lack of goals made that the team had no idea what way to go and thibefore
content of DBDMwas not clear

“Ti me’ ntiored by fbe6% of the school leaders as a hindering factor. Thirteen of them
explained that there was insufficient time to write the group plans, which state the educational needs of
the gudent and the plan of action to meet this ne@tle time presseralso made that there was less
control on the group plans and intermediate evaluations. One school leader explained that during
meetings there was insufficient time to discuss the DBDM process, which caused a lack of interaction
about agreements and singrof experiences.

The factor *‘data coach or trainer Sixsetmd ment i
leaders experienced the level and pace of the training wésgio, and that the amount of information
was too large. This caused too much pressuarthe teachers. Seventeen school leadensioned that
the traininghadnot beenadapted to the situation of the school. Sometimes the training did not fit the
agenda of the school or the assignments of the training did not §t¢hé o o | ' swhishileadtoat i on
annoyanceEleven school leaders mentiorsmimecharacteristics of the trainers as hindering. Examples
that were given were a trainer who could not answer all the questions that teacharshaadie of
trainers (5 school leaders), and insufficient support and guidance (4 school |léatiensjeatures that
were mentioned by a few school leaders were the lack of instghthiz content of the trajectory prior

goa
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to the training, and the imposdibi to exchange experiences with other schools that implemented
DBDM.

5.2.2 Analysis trainers

I n total, the category ‘implementation proce:
namely in 55,2%f all caseswhich means that in 44,2% of the eashis category was not mentioned
by the trainers. In 36,5% of the cases, factors in this category are mentioned as promoting and in 15,2%
as hinderingAn overview of theesults of the trainers ipresented in Tabk

Table 8
Overview of analysis of trainersd opinions in th
Promoting Hindering % Trainers*
(N=96)
Implementation process 36,5 35,4 55,2
- Goals and expectations regarding student achievement 20,8 14,6 30,2
DBDM
-Time 16,7 9,4 25,0
- Data coach or trainer 9,4 16,7 24,0

5.2.2.1 Promoting factors by trainers

In this category the factor *‘goals and expecH
was mentioned the most, naiy in 20,86 of the casesThe trainers explained that in these cases the
school team made clear appointmeait®uthow to fill in the process of DBDM within their school
regarding analysis, evaluation and the transfer of student®fasitzt appntments esured uniformity
of the goup plan; the content, the lay out and the deadlifiesiners also mentioned thatet
developmentoh ‘'t est pr ot the tonlke path ofwpecific testmused noenky clarity on
what can be expected fraime teachers, but alem what teaaers could expect frotheir school leader.

This took away uncertaintiégsom the school team and improved th#illment of appointments by
school leaders and acaderubaches.

The factor ‘ti me’ was menti onedThirteentinésth&@ % of t
“resul t or i e méendoded ascassiiciessdactor.vibarisg these meetings there was time to
discuss student data and to think about actions to optthezeurrent working method. There was time
to collaboratively analyze student results and to present results to each other. The meetings caused a
feeling of shared responsibility and provided insight deery teacher o the performances oall
studens within their schoalIn the other cases, trainers mentioned work moments or a study day with
time to perform collaborative analysis.

In 9,4% of the cases, the trainer was mentioneal asccesfactor. Explanations about which
features of the traineare indicating for success differ. Perseverance, presentation and a good listener
are examples of features that are mentioned. In two cases it was experienced as positive when there was
consultation about matching the content of the training te¢heolneeds

5.2.2.2 Hindering factors by trainers

Trainers mentioned in 14,6% of the cases feat
achievement and DBDMOG6 as hi nd eiformitygs.ahifderixg factor; t h e m
few agreementaererecorded and every teachapthis own administratiom his own way. Teachers
find it difficult to adhereto the school appointments and are usedctin their own wayHowever,in
some caseis wasdescribel that there was a lack of clear appointments or direction. Onénchsated
that teachers were so motivated by the Focus project, that they initiated small things regarding DBDM.
This made that there wevarioussmall projects in school, withoane continuous line or direction.
Eight trainers mentioned thethool teams had a lot of discussions that never ended. No decisions were
made, which caused noiaed made that not all persod&l everythingin the same way. The absence
of clear goals andxpectations were also visible in the lessons of the teachers. Multiple lessons were
insufficient, however teachers were convinced that the lesson was good. This resulted in friction between
the teachers, the academic coach and the trainer, and cagsedistaof the process.
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Time was mentioned in 9,4% of the cadést every trainer gave an explanatidifferentthan
thelack of time. Two trainers explained that there waslittle time for the academic coach and the
corresponding tasks. For the DBDRhplementation process it me¢dhat the academic coachcdhao
time for classroom observations. Other examples that are given are that team memlsgtsoneed
schedule DBDM work moments themselves, and that teach@nsot have enough time to make
improvements based on the feedback they mageived Two trainers explain that the lack of time
arises by introducing other subjects or the combination with other projects thairsgenplemented
in school.

Features regding the data coach were mentioned in 16,7% of the cases as hindering. In five
cases having multiple trainers had a hindering effect. Why the schools had different waisiecs
explained. In ten cases the content of the meetings did not match teehtdetschools. lafew cases
the training was behind the development of the school regarding DBI&dchers already knew how
to analyzedataand therefore the training had no added value and felt like a waste of time. However, i
most cases the levet the training was too high, which made that teachers could not keep up and caused
a decrease in motivation. One trainer explained that it was important to have consultitiotihe
schoolabout the content in order to fit the level and needs of tieosand its team.

5.3 Participant features

The thirdcategory to be elaborated isthecatego ‘' par t i c i Pratthe resultsbfe at ur e
the analysis of the school leaders are described, followed by the results of the trainers.

5.3.1 Analysis school leaders

The categoryp ar t i deatpra ivasséntioned by 87,5% of all school leaddrs78,1%
of the casethis category was mentionedagsromoting and 42,7% achinderingfactor. In this category
the teachers’ features were mentioned most, nam
features were mentioned by 39,6% of the school leaders. This means that 12,5% of the school leaders
did not mention any featurea this catgory.

Table 9
Overview of school |l eadrei sd papitsibofieat nrebé cat e
Promoting Hindering % School leaders*
(N=96)
t F NODAOALI yGaQ FSFidd 781 42,7 87,5
School leaders 27,1 15,6 39,6
- Data literacy 4,2 2,1 42
- Instructional leadership 27,1 135 37,5
Teachers 71,2 34,4 83,3
- Data literacy 36,5 7,3 40,6
- DBDM teaching skills 25,0 11,5 33,3
- Attitude towards DBDM 42,7 24,0 57.3
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5.3.1.1 Promoting factors by school leaders

Features school leaders

Four timegdata literacy of the school leadeas mentioned as a factor farcsess. These school
leaders kne how to analyze and interpret the data, and to translatmthigoals that meet the school
needs. The data literacy of the school leadtsresulted in effectig meetings that were focused on
educational content and not on irrelevant cases.

27,1% of thes c h o o | | eader s mentioned the feature
DBDM. Eight of them explained that a school leader who had a clear and stable direction during the
entire process of DBDMvas contributive to the success tife implementation of DBDM.Twelve
school leaders emphasiihe importance of a strong and decisive stheader or academic coach who
expresssthe importance of DBDM. These school leaders or academic coachdgktatexpectations
regarding documents, like for example group plans and evaluations, and controlled whether every person
committed to thesd-our school leaders explaidthe importance of a school leader who supports the
teachers by helping them with analysis or by guiding the team into the right direction.

Features teachers

The factor ‘teachers’ was meash pramotegl factoryfor 7 1, 2 %
DBDM.

36,5% of the school leaders mentiomagroveddata literacy of teachers as a factor for success.
Teachers knew bettbow to analyze data amdcritically look atdataandto think about whergrowth
can be achieveakgarding student achievement. Eight school leaders mentioned that teachers learned to
reflect on their own teaching behavior and linked the results of the analysis to the instruction and/or
education that they provided.

25% of the school leaders mentiorthd improvement of DBDM teaching skills as promoting.
Theanalysisof student data anithe definition of studentachievement goals forced teachers to look at
the learningorogressionwhich is aguideline for teachers that states the content and knowtedge
student should have learnedtla¢ end of a particular grad8evenschool leaders expladd that this
resulted in teachers who had more insigtd ihe educational content of the subje&is.school leaders
statal that teachers who worked a more goalorientedway were a promoting factor. Nine school
leaders explaiedthatimprovedclass managemeskills of teachers had a positive influence on DBDM.
Teachers designl their lessons and instruction based on thecational needs of the studerasd
workedmore adaptiviy.

The attitude of teachers is a feature that was mentioned by 4#,#6 school leaders. 27
school leadersnentionedthat teacherschanged their attitudein a positive way. Teachers who
understood the importance of DBDM and its benefits showed motivation, which had a positive influence
on DBDM. Five school leaders mentedithat teachers did nshowresistancéowards DBDM which
had a positive influencen the implementatioof DBDM. Twelve school leaders expl&adthat it had
a positive influence when teachexgre intrinsically motivated and high ambitions. These teachers
worked hard to succeed and shovaetlve behavior. Thewere eager to learn andllivig to improve
themselves and had therefore a positive influence on DBDM. Three school leaders also mentioned
teachers whaverean exampldor othersandwho motivatal others as a positive factor.

5.3.1.2 Hindering factors by school leaders
Featuresschool leades

Twice dataliteracy of the school leaders was mentioned as a hindering factor for DBDM. It
seemedhat school leaders did not have enough knowledge or skills regarding the analysis of data and
theythereforecould not guide the DBDM process a way a school leader shoukbr example, the
school leader could not answer questions that teacherBdatken times school leaders mentioned the
lack of instructioal leadership as a hindering factor DBDM. Eight of them explained that the lack
of a clear direction led to stagnation of the DBDM implementation process. The school leaders or
academic coaches did not state clesguirementgegarding the DBDM process, which resulted in
teachers who did not know what was expectethfthem andherefore felt lostOther school leaders,
who did state expectations, did not control whetl@yone lived up to these. Twazhool leadey
mentioned the lack of support for the teachers if one got sthese teachers did not see the benefit of
DBDM andfelt DBDM was just an administrative tagkad oneschool leader mentioned their acade
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coach as a hindering factor. This academic coach had too much influence, which resulted in teachers
who did not get the chance to speak up.

Features teachers

34,4% d the school leaders mentioned features of the teacher as a hindering factor for DBDM.
Data literacy was mentioned by 7,3% of the school leaders. Four school leaders explaieedlibed t
lacked the required knowledg analyze student data ataldraw conclusions. Another feature that
had a hindering effect was that teachers did not link stuadnévementesults to their own teaching
behavior but searched for explanations outside themselves, which was mentioned by three school
leaders.

DBDM teaching skills was mentioned by 11,5% of the school leaders as hindering. There were
a few weak teachers who lack the required skills to translate the grouptpldmeir practicen class.

They showedhoor classmanagemenskills, which resulted in ineffetive lesson time. Three school
leaders mentioned that teachers have difficulties to differentiate and work in sub groups.

The last feature of teachers, the attitude, was mentioned by 24% of the school EHaglers.
school leaders explained that there wést of resistance at the beginning of the project. This resistance
was caused by the assumption of teachers that DBDM would be a lot of extra work and teachers did not
see the benefits of DBDM. Sonoé the teachers felt that theyere outsiders, becausetheir opinion
the project did not fit their classes.

5.3.2 Analysis trainers

Trainers mentionechte c at egorsy ‘fpeaarttuirceispantn 93, 8% of al
in 6,2% of the cases the trainers did not mention any fedtui®% of the cases this category was

mentioned as promoting aii 39,84 as hinderingS ¢ h o o | |l eaders’ features we
of the cases and teachers’ features in 77,1% of
Table 10
Overview of tirnaitnheer scbatoepgonriyonésparti ci pantsé feat
Promoting Hindering % Trainer s*
(N=96)

Participantsd featu 76,0 60,4 93,8

School leaders 60,4 39,6 78,1

- Data literacy 8,3 11,5 17,7

- Instructional leadership 55,2 30,2 72,9

Teachers 57,3 40,6 77,1

- Data literacy 188 2,1 20,8

- DBDM teaching skills 12,5 15,6 28,1

- Attitude towards DBDM 41,7 31,3 64,6

5.3.2.1 Promoting factors by trainers

Features school leader

Eight trainers mentioned data litera@s a factor promoting DBDM. Multiple times the
knowledge of the school leader or academic coach is mentioned regarding data, amelyds® the
understanding of the goal of DBDMasexperienced as a positive influence on the process of DBDM
in the school. School leaders whaknhow to perform irdepth analysis were able to share the findings
with the team andb ask critical questions, which resulted in effective meetings that fwevsedon
studentachievement

In 55,2% of the casefrainers mentionedi nstructi onal | eadéer28 hi p
cases the trainers emphasized the importancenofigated, stablechool leader, mostly in combination
with the academic coach, wihada clear visioron and norms towards DBDM that were also clear
the teamTrainess explairdthat these school leaddasew what thi team needed armbuld therefore
lead their team into the right directioBight trainers explaidthat theschool leadertook into account
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the needs of their team and implementd8DIM step-by-step. This resulted iteans who had a better
idea of what was expected from them and which steps they needed to take next.

These teams felt more confident and were thegeefmre motivated tgontinue ando develop
the DBDM implementatiorOther aspects that were mentioned by the trainers were a school leader who
knew to choose the riglatctivities during meetings or intervisioactivities and school leaders who
involved in their team during the procedsy listening to their feedback and made adjustments when
necessary. The last promoting aspect that was mentioned multiple times was that théeadeool
checked if, and made sure that, everywoeked according to tharrangements agreegon

Features teachers

Trainers mentioned in 18, 8% of aprdnetingfaceres t he
Teachers gaineahore insight ito the results of their studenand became more proficientdrecuting
in-depth analyses. Teachers showed morestooctive thinking about the results and about finding
causes for striking odisappointingresults.They also critically lookedt the influence of their own
teaching behavior.

‘DBDM teaching s kaslalfactoin ¥26% of the rasas.oHiglrainers
mentioned that the teachers in their schools had good teaching skills. Teachers showed that they
improved theirimprovement issuethat were discussed in the previous period of the project. Their
lessons were of a good quality. Two trainers explained that the teachers had more ititjiet in
learningprogressiorand worked more goariented. And two other trainers explained tihat teachers
who had good teaching skills and showed good quality lessons functioned as an example and were a
stimulating factor during the project for other teachers.

In this categoryt e * at t i t u das mentohed m@&sia a pramotesg featurey the
trainers, namely in 41,7% of tloiases. They explained that teachers were motivated and aware of the
importance of DBDM. Teachers were willing to learn, to work hard and were open for feddbenk.
the meetings of the Focus projetdtachers tookhis serious and showed full effort in tecases.
Improvement issuesere used as input for their further development.

5.3.2.2 Hindering factors by trainers

Features school leader

Data literacyof school leaderwas in 11,5% of the casenentioned as hinderingour school
leadersdid not endorse the importance of date, whichmeant that thesschool leaders wanted to
keepthings the way thewere Six school leaders did not kwchow to perform analys with help of
the SMS. They thefore had no ideaf how their students performed and were noking for solutions
to improvestudent achievement

In30,2% ofthecase tr ai ners mentioned ‘instr Eghti onal
school leaders did not believe in the intervention and they therefore did not attend several
meetings of the Foctiatervention.The negative attitude regarding DBDM had its repercussion on the
motivation of the team, which resulted in the expression and discussion of critical tredagh3BDM
during DBDM-meetings instead of pointsr improvementsin thirteen cases the school leader was not
a real leader; there was a lack of prevalence and there was no consensus about the implementation of
DBDM. School leaders were not clear in thesioh and norms and the school leaders did not state any
consequences$ one did notexecutethe school its stated normEhis resulted indachersvho did not
conform themselves to the appointments that were n&awol leaders fau it difficult to critically
look at the lessons of the teachers emgdrovide themwith critical feedback. In otherases teachers
were not mentored oupported by their school leader, which made teachers felt lost and overwhelmed
by DBDM.

Features teachers

Two trainersmentioned data litecy as a hindering factor. Both trainengplainedthat the
knowledge and skills to work on DBDM were lacking. Teachers did not know how to analyze student
results, which resulted in having difficulties during the other stages of DBiR&Ifor example the
writing of a group plan.

‘*DMDM teaching skill s’ we r eln sixecasesi teachergbre i n 15,
inadequatend showed insufficient lessorfSix other trainers explained that teachers found it difficult
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to work goal ciented and to state clear group plarsachers could not differentiate during their lessons.
In two cases teachers hadoroblem withkeeping order in their class, which resulted in classrooms
wherelearning or teaching was not even happening. In mossdaacherfound it difficult to reflect

on their own teaching behavior and causes were searched in external factors.

I n 31, 3% of the cases trainers mentilmalled t he
cases teachers were negative, unmotivatedreayshowed a lot of resistance against the Focus project.
They were not aware of the benefits of DBDM and assumed there was less attention for the pedagogical
side of children. Two trainers explaithat the negative attitude of teachers resulted in meetings that
were used to express frustrations amdiiscuss DBDM instead afonductinganalyses and improve
student achievemerifhese negative teachelid dot use the informatiotnat the Focus projeptovided
and they affeedother team members.

5.4 Organizational features
The lastcategoryof factorsis the catego y or gani z aRirst thenrasultéof thkeat ur e s’
school leaders are described, followed by the refrthe trainers.

5.4.1 Analysis school leaders

65,5% of the school leaders mentioned one or famters in this category, which is more than
half of the school leaders and means that 34,5% of the school leaders mentioned no factor in this
category. Theahool leadersnentionedess hindering factsrthan promotindgactorsin the category
organizational feature$2,5% of the school leaders mentioned a promoting factor in this category and
18, 8% of the school | eader s ment PDofor BBDMa wa .0 dreati n
mentionedby one of the school leaders.

Table 11
Overview of school |l eadersé opinions in the cate
Promoting Hindering % School leaderg
(N=96)
Organizational features 62,5 18,8 65,6
Jointvision 188 6,3 24,0
School culture 38,5 7,3 40,6
DBDM collaboration 24,0 6,3 28,1
TeachersPD for DBDM 0,0 00 00

5.4.1.1 Promoting factors by school leaders

“Joint Vision was menti oned bothebschqoldeuders f t he
uniformity was one of the contributing factors for succ@ssgniform vision on education made that all
team members kneinto which direction the school should go. Seven school Isadentioned that the
participationof thewhole schml| teamin the trainingcausedvide involvement andiniformity, which
resultedn a team that supported and shared the same vision on DBDM.

38,5% of the school leademse nt i oned ‘ school cul tureTheas a p
school leaders explaingdat an open culturén which teachers felt that they mattereated a feeling
of shared responsibility. This caused a school culture in which teachers shared experiences and good
practices, they spoke with each other about student results and asketheafdr help. Teachers gave
each other feedback and were open to receive feedback. The culture was focused on studandresults
opportunitiefor improvement instead @roblems. Success was celebrated withatheleteam.

The third factor inthisdae gor vy , ‘DBDM coll aboration’, wa s
leadersThe introduction and implementation of class visitations and observation days were experienced
as factors for success. It arranged extra opportunities for teachersntdréearther colleagues, and
linked the theory to practice.

5.4.1.2 Hindering factors by school leaders

“Joint vision was mentioned by 6, 3% of the
leaders explained that there was insufficient support from the team to work on DBDM, which was
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caused byoorcommunication about the Focpsgect andthe mergng of two schoolsAnother thing
that was mentioned was that not thehole team was involved in the project.

7,3% of the school | eaders mentioned the *‘sc
leaders mentioned that teachers were afshfdedack. They did not feel safand assumed they were
punished for the results. One school leader explained that teachers did not behave like professionals
and felt personally attacked. Feeling unsafe caused stagimatienprocess of DBDM.

‘*DBDM catil abmorwas menti oned bytheSe,ca8éhetedm t he s
did not operate as a team and plans were not specifio@rekecuted in practice. One school leader
explainedthat paritime jobsare sometimes hindering, because teachers work only two days and think
that their colleaguevill take care of something like thiFhis causes a lot of pressure on the other
colleagus.

5.4.2 Analysis trainers

Trainers mentioned in 58,3% of the casesaneomor e f actors in the cat
features, which means that in 41,2% of the cases the trainers did not mention any factor. The trainers
mentioned more often promoting factors than hindering, namely in 40,6% mentioned of the cases
promoting fators were mentioned and in 29,2% of the cases hindering factors.

Table 12
Overview of trainers6é opinions in the category 6
Promoting Hindering % Trainers*
(N=96)
Organizational features 40,6 29,2 58,3
Joint vision 17,7 14,6 30,2
School culture 14,6 13,5 27,1
DBDM collaboration 20,8 4,2 25,0
Teachers PD for DBDM 2,1 0,0 2,1

5.4.2.1 Promoting factors by trainers

In 17, 7% of the cases the tr apronetingfactordout i on e d
trainers explained thithelped ifthewholeschool team embraced the vision of the school to implement
DBDM. Three trainers mentioned that the school made appointmetifelong learning line within
school. In eight cases trainers explained that it was contributive to the process of iDBighthool
made clear appointments abdww their education should look likEor example lear agreement
about whid instruction modelo be usedabout the design of the lessons of specific subjantiabout
class managementnade surehat there was uniformity oéducation within school. Four trainers
explained that this uniformity and joint vision caused solidarity within school; teagbeksd together
onthe same goal(s).

The culture of the school was mentioned in 14,6% of the cases. Four trainers explained
safe and open culture was beneficial for DBDM. It stimulated teachers tocshimad thoughts, ask
guestionsand to discas reslis with each other, which creata more professional cultuta this culture
teachers listened to each other and were open to receive feedback, which they used to improve their
practice. Four other trainers mentiondatta culture in which thedeas of teachers to improve the
implementation of DBDMwere listened tavas a factor for succeds.two cases the trainers mentioned
that the celebration of success with the complete team contributed to DBDM.

Thirteen trainers mentioned the success of the organizationofasb | e d observati
which helped teachers to translate the group plan from thetwypractice. These days also gave
teachers practical tips to improve their education. Five tramerdioned collaboration in general as a
factor for successt created a feeling of shared responsihilitgachers worked together on group plans
and helped and supported each qgthwhich increased the quality of the group plans. Teachers
experienced daboration and collegial consultation as meaninfifugntionedy one trainey; it helped
them to share experiences and good practices.

Two trainers said something about the personal development of teachers. Therexdaiin
was promotingif there was consultation about the content of the meetings of the Focus project.
Afterwards teachers could set and work on their personal development goals.
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5.4.2.2 Hindering factors by trainers

In 14,6% of the cases t he fRnddrimgffactorfordBDM. Vvi si O
Four trainers mentioned that there was no clear policy, which made that everyone did things the way
they thought was the best. Other trainers explained that there were different visions on education and
more specific on DBDM. Tig led in two case® the participation of incomplete teams during the Focus
project. It also led to confusion when the school leader or academic coaetvisah that differed
fromthe tearh s V. In sthepcases a lot of time was spentiscussios and frustrations regarding
DBDM instead of the process of DBDM itself.

The “school culture’ was mentioned in 13, 5% c
culture.Teachers were reserved during meetings and were afraid to admit that they did not understand
something. Therefore observations and collegial consultatene not implemented. Trainers also
explained thathe teams assumed they would be punished for gtseln five cases the teams had
meetings in which there was a lot of discussion without any concrete plar® was no learning
culture; they showed passive behavmwardsDBDM and expected to improve by itself few cases
the teams lack high stadt achievement expectations or they didstate omwork on their improvement
points regarding DBDM. In two cases the school teams were negative about their school leader, which
resulted in a | ot of gossi p b eiswhodid notthave ssrangg o o | | e
connection with their team.

Four trainers mentioned DBDMollaboration as a hindering factor. They explained that the
collaboration between school leader and academic coach could be better. An exam@egivan is
that the school leader lacked the skills to perfarsolid datanalysis with the help of the SM#ereas
the academic coach knew how to do it. However, the academic coach did not teach the school leader
how to do it.Collaboration regarding DBDNbetween teachers could also be improved. In one case the
schoolshadtwo locations, whichlwas an obstruction for teachers to collaborate. Trainers egpkhiat
younger teachers could learn from the experiences from older teachers and the other why aroun
especidly regarding computer skills.

No trainers menti ohedD Heo rl aisi@iMfactesitsor ‘'t eac he
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6. Results ‘other’ DBDM influencing factors
In this chapter the factors in the category

analysis of the school |l eader s’ interviews are p
the trainers’ intervi ews.

6.1 Analysis school leaders

Tablel3pr esents the factors that were found in the
t hat were found were mentioned as hi ndering, e

explained one by one.

Table 13
Overview of school | eadersdé opinions regarding 6
Promoting Hindering % School leaders*
(N=96)
Factor:
Workload 0,0 58,3 58,3
Results 36,5 11,5 41,7
School team 0,0 28,1 28,1
Computer skills 0,0 11,5 11,5
Level differenceof teachers 0,0 6,3 6,3
Workload
The factor ‘“workl oad’ was hnot mentioned as a

leades mentioned workload as a hindering factor for DBDM. The school leaders explained that teachers
experienced DBDM as a lof administratimal work. They had issues with thalance betweewhat
shouldbe noed and whatvas actually executed in practice. Especially at the end of a period, when
school reports needed to be written, the work pressure was experienced as higisufhbtsin teachers

a loss of motivation and caused resistance against the Focus project.

Results

Resul ts was mentioned both as pr,dhwvéoetofi ng as
all school leaders mentionedsults as a DBDM influencing factdpositive results were mentioned as
a promoting factor by 36,5% of the school leaders. Good results made that teachers felt competent and
that their hard work was rewarded, which caused a boost in the motivationhereeccontinue with
DBDM.

Negative results were mentioned as a hindering factor by 11,5% of the school leaders. When the
results were lowdahanteachers expected, teachers felt disappoiemeldhought that all their hard work
had not been worth dlhe effort which causediemotivationamongthe teachers

School team
About28 % of the school | eaders mentioned featul
collaboration with another school was experienced as hindering by ten of the school leaders. However,
in whichway it had beerhindering wasnot explaired
Anotherfeature, which was mentioned by nine school leaders as a hindering feasothe
discontinuity of the team. Maternity leave and illness capseblemsin the teams. New teachers that
entered the project halfway missed the bEBi®BDM and needed to catch up, which was difficult for
them and demanded more of teachens had already beehere from the beginning of the project.
Six school leaders mentioned the absendeaveof the school leader as a hindering factor,
which had the sae effectas when a teacher left or was itlcaused agitation in the teams.

Computer skills
11,5% of the school leaders mentiotieedcomputer skills of teachers as an influencing factor.
However, it was only mentioned as a hindering factor. Theatdbaders gave no further explanation
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of which computer skills were missing. One school leader was a little more specific and mentioned
technical knowledgwvith respect tahe use otomputers.

Level difference of teachers

The difference in levels dhe teachers was also mentioned as a hindering factor by 6,3% of the
school leaders. Some teachers needed extra guidance. Two school leaders mentioned that teachers who
lacked the required leveHigher Vocational Educatiorwere fired They adedto that,thatteachers
should develop their professional attitude.

6.2 Analysis trainers

Tablel4dpresents the factors that w enteeviews.oTwaonad the n t he
factors that were foundere mentioned both as promoting as well as hindering. The other factors were
only mentioned as hindering DBDM.

Table 14
Overview of trainers6é opinions regarding 6ot herd
Promoting Hindering % Trainers*
(N=96)

Factor:
Workload 0,0 36,5 36,5
Results 25,0 10,4 32,3
School team 25,0 52,1 64,5
Computer skills 0,0 11,5 11,5
Level difference of teachers 0,0 7,3 7,3
SLO meeting 0,0 10,4 10,4
Connection Kindergarten 0,0 12,5 12,5

Workload

Trainers mentioned the workloadl 36,5% of the cases as a hindering factor. They explained
that teachers felt there was a lot of pressure. In four cases teachers were sick for a longer period of time
and fell out, whith caused extra pressure on their colleagodsio cases the formabf the group plans
were to extensive and in two cases the implementation of DBDM for multiple subjects at the same time
was overloading.

Results

Results were mentioned in 25% of the cases as a promoting factor for DBDM. Most of the time
improvedresuls, as a result of DBDMwere a confirmation for the school that the implementation of
DBDM was a success. This motivated the team to continue and to further improve the implementation
of DBDM, which meahthe expansion of DBDM to other subjects.

In two cases trainermentioned low results as a promoting factor for DBDM. They exethin
that the insufficient results forced the school to implement DBDM and to irepheseducation they
provided.

However, in 10,4% of the cases, results were mentioned aslering factor. Disappointing
results led to demotivation of the team; teachers worked hard and didtawithe resilts they hoped
for, which affecstie@DBDMhegatielpacher sé6 believe

In three cases, good results had a hindering effect @MDB these cases the teachers did not
feel the need to change or improve their education because their students performances were already
sufficient.

School team

Trainers from 25% of the cases mentioned features of the school team as a promoting factor for
DBDM. Most of the times theyeferredto the schoolteams. In half of these cases it was promoting
when the school continued the Focus project sepafaden the other school theyadstarted the project
with. Three trainers explained that it was easier to focus ontoaadjust the Focus meetings the
specific needs of the individual schools. In the other cased the trainers explained that a smalhdlose
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stable team is promoting DBDM. Teams know each other and are inform@¢kything in school,
which makes it easier to get to the core.

In 52,1% of the cases the trainers mentioned a featifge school team as a hindering factor.
In eight cases traimge mentionedhat the collaboration withther schodworkedin ahinderingway,
schools differed too muckhich made it difficulto have effective and fitting Focus meetinigs.
other caseschool staffalterationscaused agitation. Due to diseasesmissal and the change of
school leader the teams changed and new colleaguesmmimted These new colleagues entered
the Focus project later and did not knowth#facts or issues at the schodih. afew cases the school
leader was not replaced yet or there was a school leader who could not have full commitment because
the school leader needed to guide multiple sch@olarge school team was also mentioned as a
hindering factor; communication wasfitifilt thenand there were a lot of opiniondich caused
muchdiscussion.

Computer skills

LComputer skillsd were only mentioned as a hi
experienced the limited computer skills of teachers as hinderingh@maanost of the times older
teachers, lacked the required computer skills and therefore the analysis of student results took a lot of
time.

Level difference of teachers

In five percent of theases there was a lot of difference in the learning capabilities of teachers.
Weaker teachers influenced the level of the training and slowed the implementation of DBDM down.
In the other two cases there was a second group of teachers who enteredshpedjeculater and
lacked theequiredprior knowledge.

SLO meeting

In 10, 7% of the cases a poor OSLO meetingd we
content of the meeting waxperienced as poand irrelevant, which had a negative influence on
DBDM in school.

Connection Kindergarten

The lackingor insufficientconnection of the Kindergarten was also mentioned as a hindering
factor in 12,5% of the case3eachers of the Kindergarten classikribt have a starting point
regarding student results adid not feelsupported by the rest of the team or the Focus prdject.
some cases Kindergarten teactstopped wittthe Focus project.
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7. Conclusions and Discussion

The purpose of this study was amalyzeinfluencing factorsfor DBDM in Dutch primary
schools. Insight ito the hinderingand promoting factorsmay improve DBDM and thereforée a
valuable contributiorio education in the Netherlandsspecially since DBDMs expected to hava
positive influence on studeathievemen{Dutch Inspectorate of Education, 201Bglow, the results
of this study are summarizeahd conclusions arelrawnin section7.1 In section 7.2 the results are
discused. The chapter ends with discussion of thdimitations of the study in 7.3, andith
recommendations for future research in 7.4.

7.1 Conclusions

In chapter 2four main categoriesf DBDM influencing factors, based on DBDM literature,
were distinguishednd presented iRigure 3.The resultdor these four DBDM influencing categories
werepresentedh chapter landaresummarizedn Figure 71. The following research questions guided
this study:

1. Which of the factors that were founctire literature do school leaders and trainers
experience as hindering or promoting factors for DBDM?

2. Do trainers and school leaders mention DBDM influencing factors that are not
mentioned in the DBDM literature?

3. What similarities or discrepancies are thieret ween tr ai ner s
experiences with respect to the factors that promote or hinder working on DBDM?

and

Since research questighis related to bothresearch questioh and 2 the conclusiongor
researchyuestionsl and2 will be presented in combinationitiv research question Fhis means that
this sectionstarts with the caslusion on research question 1 andaBdthe sectionends with the
conclusionson research question 2 and 3.
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Figure 7.1. Known categories mentioned tsghool leaders and trainers

Conclusionsfor research question nd 3: Which of the factors that were found in the literature
do school leaders and trainers experience as hindering or promoting factors for DBDIlsind are
there similarities and discrepancies between their opiniors

Based on the opinions of school leaders and trainers it can be concluded that the category
‘“participants’ features’ i s s URpgy¥d)sBetld, schableatiessv e h ad
and trainers, mentioned factors in this category in respectively 87,5% and 93 @Wihef cases.

Trainers and school leadesiare the opinion that, in general, this category has a promoting effect on
DBDM. However, they differ somewhat their opinion orits hindering effectin more than half of the
cases (60,4%) trainers mentioned hindering faatottsis categorycompared wit2,7% of the school
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leaders.

Figure 7.2a and 7.2b show more specifically the factors that were mentiotinésl ¢Gategory.

There is a discrepancy between school leaders and trainers regarding the supposed influence of the
school leader (Fig. 7.2a). Trainers mentioned features of the school leader in 78,1% of the cases
comparedvith 39,6% of the school leaders. The factor that is supposed to have the most irifluence
thecategory par ti ci parst $'hef datcuroes ™ i nstructional | ead:é¢
leader shows instructional leadership is supposedue agositive influence when expectations and
normsregarding DBDM, like for example deadlinese clear to the team. The school leadsoneeds

to checkif everyone is executing thddBDM tasksin the way they shouldo this andanalyzeif staff

could use helpHowever, instructional leadership can also have a negative effect on DB

school leader does not show commitment to DB&M& incapable tguideor support teachers in their

DBDM development.

Sahool leaders and trainers show similaritregardingthe supposed influence of the factor
‘“teachers features’ (Fig. 7.2b) by mentioning tfF
The attituds of teachersaresupposed to have the most imfhece, both in a promoting as welliasa
hindering wayTeachers who understand the value of DBDM are motivated and willing to learn. These
teacherareactive and are an example to other teachers. However, teachers who are unmotivated show
resistance, wibh results in ineffective DBDM meetisganddemotivaed colleagues

School leaders and trainers show a difference in their opabionthow promotingt e ac her s
data literacyworks School leaders mentioned this factor in 36,5% of the casaparedwith 18,8%
of the trainersHowever, both groups agree bow this factor works:ithe extent to which a teacher has
sufficient datditeracy determinesvhetherteachers are able to performdapth analyss of dataand
whether theyhave more insight to student results. They are also able to reflect on their own teaching
behavior in relatiorio their studens achievements.
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Figure 7.2alnfluencingfeatures of school leaders mentioned by school leaders and trainers
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Figure 7.2b.Influencingfeatures of teachers mentioned by school leaders and trainers
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The next categgr thatis supposed to have had influencetba implementation ddBDM, is
the category ‘i mpl e nSchotl eadérsand trpimes sheveasdiscrepdndpg 7 . 1) .
supposed influence diiis categorypy mentioning it in respectivelf6%and55,24 of thecasesSchool
leaders differ from trainers in their opinion about the promoting effect this category is supposed to have
had withrespectively62,5% against 36,5%-:igure 7.3 shows more spdcilly the factors that were
mentioned in this categoryhere is no large difference in the supposed influence of the factors within
this categoryAccording toschool leaders, thiactor’ t r a i n e sed to hase hachogtipfloence
on the DBDM process in 45,8% of the cases. Trainers mentioned this factor in 24% of thSatamas.
leaders mentioned this factor more often (32,3%ieang apromotingimpactthan trainers did (9,4%)
and emphasized the value of concrete feedl@ek the trainers that helped them improv@chool
leaders and trainers share the opinion that a tratréfgctoryand/oratrainerwho adaptshe training
and his suppotb the neds of schod promotes DBDMThey also show similaritiesith respect tats
hindering influence with 25% and 16,786 the cases. A training and/arttrainerwho did not fit the
needs of the school caused the most important hindering influence.
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Figure7.3Fact ors in the category ‘implementation pr oceée

School leaders and trainers show similarities in shpposed influence of the category
‘“organi z at iwithmeapectiviels6%o andsB88%(Fig. 7.1). However, school leadexgre
more positive about the supposed effect this factor has had by mentioni6g,B%nof the cases as
promotingfactor against 40,6%©f the trainersvho did so They also mentioned this factor as less
hinderingwith 18,8% against 29,2%f the trainersFigure 7.4 shows the outcomes of the factors that
were mentioned by school leaders and trainers in this category.
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Figure74Factors in the category °‘ or gademsandaimersal feat L
The outcomedor both the school leaders as well as the trainers look quite similar. One
significant difference is visibl @o3&5&gfahre dchoolg t he

| eaders, the *‘ schooladaprdmotinginduence e DBDIovpees, teathers o h a v
mentioned this factor aspromotingonein 14,6% of thecasesThedegree okafety ofa schookulture
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was supposed to determine its promoting or hindering effect; it determirether or not teacheshare
experiences, ask questions, listen, and discuss results with reachTbikénfluencesthe extent to
which teachers learn and DBDM improves.

The category that is supposed to have had the least influence, by both the schoqWlg3é)s
andthe trainer80,2%) i s t he <cat egor yFidure 8%shows thedesultsof facmrs f e e d &
in this category mentioned by school leaders and trainers.
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Figure 756Fact ors i n the category ‘use oeérsahdittainersas f eedt

School leaders (16,7%) and trainers (5,2%) diffetheir viewson the magnitude of the
supposed hinderifigiehfléchesbabnf ' the dsgit al SMS”’
agree orhow thiseffectworks gaininginsightinto the possibilities of the student monitoring system
and the analysis dhe resultsof studentsover a longer period of time aexperienced as success
factor. Limitations of the student monitoring system, litkes integration of adifferent format or the
unclear representations of resultsare supposed to have had a hindering effect

Research question 2and 3. Do trainers and school leaders mentiodBDM influencing factors
that are not mentioned in the DBDM literature and are there similarities and discrepancies
between their opinions?

School leaders and trainers bdilhmention factors that asupposed to have had influence on
DBDM, which werenot mentioned in the DBDNMterature Figure 7.6 shows thgercentages afuch
factors that were mentiondg whom.
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Figure 7.6.Factors mentioned by school leaders and trainers that were not found in literature

Three factors are supposed to have ¢@mtsiderablenfluence workload, results, and school
team.School leaderg58,3%)me nt i oned the factor (36,5%) koweverd’ mo r
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both the school leaders and the trainers see workload as a hinderindB&bt requiredmoreclerical
work, which caused pressure on teachers. Especially when DBDM was impdeinfentmultiple
subjects simultaneously
Regarding the factor ‘' r mearlypresesthe saneplttare Good e ad e r s
resultsin terms of student achievemedtiring the process of DBDM confirm the effectiveness of
DBDM and motivate théesams to further improve DBDM. Disappointing results during DBDM dduse
demotivation and thus ta hindering effect. However, before the start of the project itediHe other
way aroundPoorresults forcd schools to improve their education and tpiement DBDM and good
results dd not stimulate teachers to further improve their education anddfmglement DBDM.
The third factor ‘“school t eam’ was mentioned
However, trainers nbé5%ofthercasas a DBDMhnfduericingtfaetaim?5% i n
of thecases this was considered to b@g@moting, and 52,1% of the timasinderingfactor.It seems
thata stableschool team pmotes DBDM andhat discontinuity in theschool team imders DBDM,;
new team members need to get used to the way the school works and are not at the saie level
knowledge and skillastheother team members. The size of the school team has also effect on DBDM.
A large team makes it more difficult to communicdkeis hinders DBDM and a small team makes it
easier to communicate and make appointments. And the last supposed hindering effect was the
collaboration with other schootbat differed in the extent to which they had already implemented
DBDM. The Focus training ditherefoe not fit the needs of both schools due to these differences.

7.2 Discussion

This research identified factors thegresupposed to have had influencetlba implementation
of DBDM in the eyes oéchool leaders and trainers. Insighbithese factorsmay help to implement
DBDM more effectively.In general, school leaders and trainers showed nearly thepsetme with
respect to théactors thatwere supposed to have had influence on DBDM. However péreeived
degree of influencef the fators differed sometimes. This could be causedttm position of both
groups. School leaders need to reflect on their own organizatioonatebirpersonal functioning and
could therefoe be more positive. Trainemgatch the processdm the outside theyare not part of the
organization and don not have a personal connection with its employees. It could therefore be easier for
them to have a more critical reflection on the organization and its processes Mathigver, trainers
are not perfect themselves either. They do not have inside information about issues or processes within
aschool for example. Maybe there are good reafmmschool stafto actin a certain wayreason®f
which a trainemaynotbeaware.lt may have a strengthened effect when the views of both groups are
combined and used to improve DBDM within scteodlhe most important outcomes will now be
discussed.

The outcomes of this study show that school leaders and teachsupposed todthe most
important playersn influenang DBDM. However, trainers mentioned the instructional leadership of
school leaders more thame school leaders themselves did. The different perspectives of trainers and
school leaders could cause this differerités also possible thachool leaders coultlaveissuesto
reflect on their own role withitheir school.School leaders should be aware of their influeand of
what they can do to positively affect DBDM in their school. Trainers could use thisniion to
mentorthe school leaders in their instructional leadershiptapdovide helpif necessary.

The attituds of teachersrealso supposed to have had influence on DBDM. Therefore it could
be helpful for the implementation of DBDM to involve ¢éars in the proces$his means that they
should be asked for their view on hindering factors, about where they could use support, and about their
assumptions regarding DBDM. When one has insigtd their ideas and assumptions, one could
improve the imgementation of DBDM and influence their attitwde

The research also shows that the workload played a role in the motivation of teachers.& herefor
teachers should be supported to reduce the feeling of prashkigie mayinfluence the attitude of
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teachersThe school leaddrimselfor a data coach can provide this suppBdhool leaders indicated

that a data coach had a promoting effect on DBDM, which implicates that they appreciated the help of

an external specialist. It is possible that scHeatlerswho indicatedthe data coach aspromoting

factor, needed this help fahemselves; to improve their data literacy or instructional leaderfstmip

example. Therefei t coul d be hel pful t o iregardinghre tdatacsachh o o | I
When the data coach knows what is expected, he can focus on these points and meet the needs of the
schoolbettet Tr ai ner s menti oned &hinderingfaciot whicltwasaalsed bynai nl y
previous data coach&gho did not meet thaéeeds of theschools and hence wereplaced. Again, it

shows that the data coach is aware of the needs of the school.

Thestudentesults of the schools should also be taken into account when implementing DBDM.
The results are supposed to have had inftaen twoways. Firstit appeared thgioorresults led to the
notion to improve education and a positive attitnelgarding DBDM. It also worked the other way
around.Therefoe the starting point of the school should be taken into acdoulgtermine the stratgg
that should be taken and éstimate the beliefs of the teachers and school leddeks. the results
during the implementation of DBDM also influence the attitude regarding DBDM. Positive results led
to a positive attitude, argborresults to a negatévattitude towards DBDMTherefoe it is important
to mentor the school team not only based on results, but also on the process itself, which helps to find
improvement poirg, to eventually improve the results.

Anotherimportant factor that needs attemtionostly emphasized by traineis the stability of
the school team. It appeared th&ff discontinuity had a hindering effect on DBD&hd the other way
around.The school leader should be aware of this when implementing DBDM. When there are a lot of
changes in the teams, the school leader should act on this by updating and supporting the new team
membersand to provide extra support to thénmecessary. In what way support is given and by who
depends on the needs of the specific teatharase ofa change of school leader, the academic coach
could help the school leader out and inform him about the way the school vankadthe period
before his arrival.

The school leaders should also be aware of the communication in theipyeaonitoring if
everybody knows what appointments were made and what is happespagially in large teams.
Communication is supposed to have had a hindering effect on DBDM in case of large teams.

Collaboration with other schools was also supposdtt@ had a hindering effect on DBDM.

The reason for this was ththie content of the Focus training did not me&ths ¢ h o o | shécausee e d s
the schools differed too muchio compare the effect of the Focus project between schools it was
necessary to prade the same training to every schobherefor, one could say that it was not the
collaboration that hindered DBDM, but the training that did not fit.

Based on the resultfjture interventios shouldstart with a meeting in which the complete
school team is involved, which meahstteachers, school leaders and academic coachesvolved
During this meeting all parties, which also includes the trainer, can explain their thoughts about the
currentDBDM process in their school, expectatiomish regard tahe intervention, and special needs
in terms ofDBDM support or information. The meeting creates an opportunity for the trainer to get an
ideaoft he t eams’ assumpt i ons rainmgshould loak like. Dhe Pavieraand wh a
also explainwhich are thegeneral key issues when implementing DBRMd what is needed to
successfully implement DBDM he goal of the meeting is to find a way to execute an intervention that
is optimally adaptedb the schodl ssituation, andhat is workable for both the trainer, as well as the
school team. Prior to this meeting, the trainer should have insighth@student results at school to get
an ideaof what the starting situation of the schoglsis(s)he can use this information when starting the
conversation with the school team amhluateif their assumptions are realistic and contribute to
DBDM. Teachers feel involved, which has a positive effect on their attitude. And the trainer has the
opporunity to steer the procesdarthe right direction and to get everybody at the same Tioavoid
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the hindering effect of collaboration witmatherschool that has different needs, tha&ning should

only focus at one schogb every school gets a tnig that is spefic and adapted to their need®

stimulate future collaboraticmfew meetings could be orgaed in which schools share good practices.

In this way the content of the regular meetings is adapted to the'scheetisand during the collective
meetings schools could learn from each other and select examples that they can use within their school.
The intervention shouldisopay attention to the stability of the school team iactidea plan to make

sure that new teamembers are updated arah functiorat the same DBDM level as soon as possible.

7.3 Limitations of the study

One limitation of this study is that the data that was used were quite subjective. People, in this
case school leaders and trainers, couldyefmiget to mentiorimportantthings. The interviews were
conducted at the end of the Focus project, which was after two years. One was asked to reflect on a time
path of two years, which madieatit could bepossible that school leaders or trainers did not exactly
remembewmvhichissues played a role during that time.

Next to this, the data used for this study was already collected and could thewfdre
extended; there was no possibility to ask for feirtxplanations about answers that were givée.
interview data was also analyzed by one person, whiaphhave influenced the interpretation of the
data.

Another limitation is that this study did not use the opinions of the teashensarticipated th
Focus project. Teachers are the key figures within schools and do undoubtedly have an opinion about
DBDM, its implementation, and its hindering and promoting factors. Their opinions provide a view
from an extra angle and could therefore give valuablerimdtion to further improve DBDM within
school.

This research did not include measurementf if DBDM, and which element(s) of DBDM,
wagdwereimplemented successfully or néttwastherefoe not possible to state exacthow strong the
influence of a factor was and on which element of DBDM.

The research provides insight in hindering and promoting factors on DBDM. However, the study
only focused on Dutch primary schools aathnotnot be generalized to secondary schools.

7.4 Recommendations for future research

For future research one recommendation could be to reflect on the DBDM process multiple
times during the intervention instead of only at the end. One could for example reflect on the previous
period every quartilewhich makeathe datanore actual ands a result possibiyore accurate

Another recommendation is to involve teachers irréisearchor two reasons. The first reason
is that teachers are, together with school leaders, the persons that execute DiRBiMsichool. It is
therefoe interesting tanvolve their opinions, which also provides a reflection from a diffeaeigle
The other reason is thitappeared thaeachers have influence BBDM. A frequent reflection on the
DBDM process with its exaitors and influencers could have an immediate positive effect on DBDM
and/or its intervention.

The last recommendation for future research is to investigate how settomldiffer in the
extent to which DBDM was implemented successfully vary in théimops about which factors matter
for DBDM. It could be interesting to séiethereis a difference iroutcomesaboutinfluencingfactors
between schools that successfully implemented DBDM, ssltbal less effectively implemented
DBDM, and schools that failed to implement DBDWb determine to what extent schools succeeded
in implementing DBDM onecangain insighin this, by measurements or observations, in which aspects
of DBDM are actually imfemented at class level and at school le@eimparing data from different
schools about these aspects provides insigbtwhich elementsare more difficult to implemerdand
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which aremore easyOnethencould also focus on which factors are influencimigich elements of
DBDM andto what extent
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Appendix A Blanc interview storyline method & example of a

storyline

School

Traject

Date conversation

Present (function

Peaks Decrease
Stagnation Change in direction

Succes factors

Barriers
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DBDM in the school

Start in the present, mark the moments that were crucial, draw the line back. What caused the peaks, decreases, change of direction, stagnation...? What

are success factors and what are the barriers?

10

DBDM in school

Qpr-14 mei-l%ul-m aug-14

&

54






